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8 the volumes, now preſented to the public, con- 
taining a tranſlation of the latter half of Michaelis's 
Introduction to the New Teſtament, have ſpcceeded 
the publication of the former half, after an interval of 
not leſs than eight years, and even at preſent my com- 
mentary on the author's text extends no further, than 
the three firſt Goſpels, P may be juſtly expected, thar 
I ſhould offer ſome explanation upon this ſubject. 
The tranſlation itſelf was finiſhed before the cloſe of 
1795, when I began to draw up a commentary 
on our author's text, as I had done in the pre- 
ceding volumes. But as I proceeded with the Notes 
on the three firſt Goſpels, I perceived the neceſſity of 
entering into a minute inveſtigation of their origin and 
compoſition, which gave riſe to the Diſſertation, printed 
in Vol. III. P. ii.: and this Diſſertation was not finiſhed 
before the beginning of 1798. It was at that time, 
that my attention began to be directed to a totally dif- 
ferent ſubject: the calumnies, which were then inceſ- 
ſantly uttered againſt Great Britain, both at home and 
abroad, provoked me to attempt a confutation of them: 
and the volumes, which I accordingly publiſhed, again 
employed an interval of nearly two years. Toward 
the end of 1799, I returned to the ſtudy of theology: 
I began to colle& materials for obſervations on the 
other books of the New Teſtament : and I intended to 
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have treated them in the ſame manner, as I had done 
the three firſt Goſpels, when a new interruption took 
place in March 1800, From the Univerſity of Leipzig, 
where I then reſided, I returned to England, in con- 
ſequence of an invitation, which I could not refuſe; 
and as the completion of my original plan, with regard 
to Michaelis's Introduction, was thus deferred to an 
unlimited time, I determined to print the remainder 
of the tranſlation without further delay. In ſo doing, 
I hope I ſhall not incur the cenſure of the public: as it 
is certainly more deſireable to have the work of Mi- 
chaelis complete, though the whole is not accompanied 
with Notes, than to wait ſeveral years longer for the 
completion of the work, merely for the ſake of ſome 
additional 'obſervations by the tranſlato. 
After this explanation, it remains only, that I expreſs 
my obligations to the Univerſity, for its liberal affiſt- 


ance, in defraying the expences of the preſent, as well 


as of the preceding volumes. | 
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HE firſt book of the New Teſtament, according 
to the arrangement in the manuſcripts*, contains 
the four Goſpels, or the four hiſtories of Chriſt's life, 
The Greek name Evezyyeauor has three different ſenſes, 
35 uſed by profane writers, by the facred writers, and by 
eccleſiaſtical writers; and theſe, three ſenſes muſt be 
carefully diſtinguiſhed from- each other. The want of 
this diſtinction has ſometimes given riſe to miſtakes, 
and induced, for inſtance, many perſons to ſuppoſe that 
St. Paul dictated the Goſpel of St. Luke, becauſe in 
bis epiſtle to the Romans he uſes the expreſſion © ac- 


by the Greek profane writers to ſignify good. news in 
general: but in the New Teſtament it ſignifies the joyful 
intelligence of the advent of the Meſſiah in particular, 
and is uſed by St. Paul“ in reference to the prophecies 
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2 om. M. 16. d Rom. . , a. 
Vor. III. 8 1 


cording to my Goſpel>. The word evayyeaov is uſed 
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of that event. Alſo St. Mark writes, Chap. i. 1—4. 
The beginning of the Goſpel was John's: and 
Chriſt himſelf, in his anſwer to John, who had ſent to 
inquire who he was, thought it ſufficient, after relating 
the miracles, which he had performed, to add © and the 
poor have the Goſpel preached to them,” that 1s, it is 
announced to the poor that the Meſſiah is come“. 
Eccleſiaſtical writers have taken the word evayyeau in a 
new ſenſe, and have uſed it to ſignify © a narrative of 
the life of Chriſt.” It is uſed in this ſenſe in both the 
old and new ſuperſcriptions, which have been prefixed 
to the four Goſpels*; and hence the authors of them 
have acquired the title of Evangelifts*. 

I will not undertake to aſſign the reaſon, why we have 
preciſely four Goſpels, or to diſcover to what cauſe it is 


/owing that their number is neither greater nor leſs, 


though it was attempted by ſome of the ancient fathers, 
who fancied that they had diſcovered a myſterious ana- 
logy between the four Goſpels, and the four winds", 
But I am fo far from ſeeking a myſtery in the number 
four, that I have my doubts whether two of them, 
namely thoſe of St. Mark and St. Luke were divinely 
inſpired *: and even if it were true that my doubts were 
ungrounded, yet on the other hand their number was 
formerly much greater than four, though four only have 
deſcended to the preſent age*. That the number of 
our preſent Goſpels therefore amounts preciſely to four 
we can aſcribe to no other cauſe than mere accident. 
It is true that every. event, which we call accidental, 1s 
Nill owing to the particular direction of the Supreme 
Being; yet we myſt make a diſtinction between events, 


which happen from the common courſe of things, and 


ſuch as are derived from his immediate interpoſition. 
he real ſtate of the caſe appears to be as follows. 
At the time, when St. Luke undertook to write his hil- 
tory of the tranſactions of Chriſt, various but uncertain 
_ Goſpels were already in circulation * Theſe Goſpels, 
© Match. xi. 5. © See Vole I. Ch. 111. Sec. z. 
© Luke i. 14. 3 — 
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probably owing to the circumſtance, that the accounts, 
which they contained, were uncertain, have either to- 
tally periſhed, or are preſerved only in a few ſcattered 


and even interpolated fragments“. It is certain that 
they never were received by the Chriſtian church as cre- 
dible and authentic documents, that they were never 
deemed worthy to be read in the public ſervice, nor 
admitted into the catalogue of the writings of the New 
Teftament., Whether internal or external evidence 
contributed chiefly to their rejection, whether their ac- 
counts, which have the appearance of fable, rather than 
of hiſtory, and not ſeldom contradi& each other, ren- 
dered them ſuſpected, or whether an oppoſition on the 
part of the Apoſtles and other eye-witneſſes prevented 
them from being generally received, is at preſent diffi- 
cult to be determined, becauſe we have no Chriſtian 
hiſtorians of the firſt century. A tradition relative to 
this ſubject is recorded by Euſebius in his Eccleſiaſtical 
Hiſtory *, which he gives however as a mere report, 
without quoting any written evidence for its authority. 
Namely, „the three firſt Goſpels. being now delivered 
to all men, and to John himſelf, it is ſaid, that he ap- 
proved them, and confirmed the truth of their narration 
by his own teſtimony *, ſaying, there was only wanting 
a written account of the things done by Chriſt. in the 
former part, and in the beginning of his preaching.” 
It this report be grounded, we can eaſily account for 
the admiſſion of the Goſpels of St. Matthew, St. Mark, 
and St. Luke, with the addition of that written by St. 
John, and of thoſe only: the teſtimony of the laſt ſur- 
viving Apoſtle, who had himſelf been eye-witneſs to 
the ſeveral tranſactions, was ſufficient authority. Whe- 
ther this teſtimony implies that the three firſt Goſpels 
are totally free from the ſmalleſt hiſtorical inaccuracy, 
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is a queſtion which belongs not to the preſent ſubjects 
and which will be examined in the ſequel. 
It is a conſiderable advantage, that an hiſtory of ſuch 
importance as that of Jeſus Chriſt, has been recorded 
by the pens of ſeparate and independent writers, who 
from the very contradictions, whether real or apparent, 
which are viſible in theſe accounts, have inconteſtably 
proved that they did not unite, with a view of impoſing 
a fabulous narrative on mankind. That St. Matthew 
had never ſeen the Goſpel of St. Luke, nor St. Luke the 
Goſpel of St. Matthew is evident from a compariſon of 
their writings. The Goſpel of St. Mark, which was 
written later, muſt likewiſe have been unknawn to St. 
Luke; and that St. Mark had ever read the Goſpel of 
St. Luke is at leaſt improbable, becauſe their Goſpels 
ſo frequently differ. That St. Mark made ule of Sr. 
Matthew's Goſpel in the compoſition of his own, has 
been a generally received opinion, to which I formerly 
ſubſcribed: but I am at- preſent of a different opinion, 
for which I ſhall allege the reaſons in their proper place. 
We have therefore three diſtinct writers of the ſame 
hiſtory, who wrote independently of each other. It is 
true that the fourth Evangeliſt had read the works of 
the other three, but he is very far from having copied 
or even from having followed them in their deſcriptions. 
His Goſpel has very little matter in common with the 
three firſt; but even where the ſame, narrations are re- 
corded, it ſeems to have been ſo little his intention to be 
directed merely by their contents, that we might rather 
ſuppoſe him to have ſometimes corrected, in an indirect 
and delicate manner, the trifling inaccuracies of thoſe 
who had written before him. | | 
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C H A P. II. 5 
OF THE HARMONY OF THE FOUR GOSPELS, 


SE CF. I. 
Apparent contradictious of the Goſpels. 


] OBSERVED in the preceding chapter, that the 
accounts delivered by the ſeveral Evangeliſts do not 
at all times perfectly coincide : but this very circum- 
ſtance, which I mentioned as an argument in their fa- 
vour, has formed the ſubject of a very heavy and ſerious 
accuſation. No one has urged the charge with ſo much 
bitterneſs, and ſo much force, as the anonymous author 
of the Wolfenbüttel Fragments, publiſhed by Leffing*, 
in which the reſurrection of Chriſt is repreſented as a 
falſe and 1dle tale, becauſe the hiſtorians, who have re- 
corded it, diſagree in their accounts. In oppoſition to 
this treatiſe I publiſhed at Halle in 1783, an Expoſition 
of the hiſtory of the death and reſurrection of Chriſt ?, 
from which I ſhall frequently. borrow materials in this 
and the following ſections, and ſometimes tranſcribe 
whole paſſages;. where I think the ſubject would loſe, if 
made uſe of different words. 
However dangerous theſe contradiftions may appear 
to many friends of the Chriſtian cauſe, and however 
torcibly they have been applied by irs enemies, the diſ- 
advantage, which ariſes from them, is by no means fo 
great, as is ſuppoſed, ſince they prove, what is of the 
utmoſt importance, that the Evangeliſts did not write 
in concert. If the three firſt Evangeliſts had entered 
into a combination, with a view of impoſing a fiction 
on the world, they would certainly have avoided even 
the ſmalleſt appearance of diſagreement, and if the mi- 
taculous events, which they had recorded, had been 
empty fables, it is probable, that St. John who had read 
their Goſpels, before he wrote his own, would have 
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taken care to admit not the leaſt deviation from the 
writings of his ꝑredeceſſors, in order that the fraud might 
be the leſs eafily detected. The anonymous author of 
the Wolfenbüttel Fragments, whole object in general 
does not appear to have been a candid inveſtigation of the 
truth, is guilty therefore of an egregious miſtake, in ſug- 
geſting, after an enumeration of ten contradictions in one 
chapter, that the whole hiſtory of the reſurrection excites 
a ſuſpicion, that the perſons, who wrote the account of 
it, acted in concert. | | 
Hiſtorical contradictions may be divided into two 
claſſes, real, and apparent: theſe muſt carefully be diſ- 
tinguiſhed from each other, and each conſidered ſepa- 
rately. „ 2 | 
When ſeveral perſons, who have been eye- witneſſes to 
one and the ſame tranſaction, give ſeparate and inde- 
pendent accounts of it, it is hardly poſſible that they 
ſhould coincide in every trifling particular. I appeal to 
any experienced lawyer, whether he would not ſuſpect 
the truth of a document containing an examinatign, on 
which twenty witneſſes gave the fame anſwers to the 
ſame interrogatories. And if they agreed likewiſe in 
their expreſſions, there would be ground to ſubject that 
the examiner had drawn up the depoſitions himſelf, and 
either had not interrogated the witneſſes at all, or had 


- 


ſuggeſted to them the anſwers, in order to carry his 


point. Wo 8 

The reaſon why apparent contradictions are unavoid- 
able in the depoſition of ſeveral eye- witneſſes to the 
ſame tranſaction is eaſy to be aſſigned. They do not 


all obſerve every minute circumſtance of the tranſaction, 


_ one pays particular attention to one circumſtance, 
not her to another circumſtance; this occaſions a varia- 
tion in their accounts, which it is ſometimes difficult to 
reconcile. This happened likewiſe to the Evangeliſts, as 
J will illuſtrate by the following inſtance. St. Matthew, 
ch. xvii. 1—14, and St. Mark, ch. ix. 33— 50, relate 
the ſame tranſaction, but in different points of view, 
and for that reaſon appear at firſt ſight to n 
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each other. St. Matthew ſays, © At that time came the 
diſciples to Jeſus and ſaid, Who is the greateſt in the 
kingdom of heaven? St. Mark, on the contrary, He 
came to Capernaum, and having entered into an houſe, 
he aſked them, What was it, that ye diſputed among 
yourſelves by the way? But they held their peace; for 
by the way they had diſputed among themſelves, who 
ſhould be the greateſt.” According to St. Matthew, the 
diſciples themſelves lay the ſubject of their diſpute before 
Jeſus, for his deciſion: but according to St. Mark, they 
even refuſe to relate the ſubject of their diſpute, though 
Jeſus requeſted it, becauſe they were conſcious to them- 
ſelves that it would occaſion a reproof. The queſtion 
is, how theſe accounts are to be reconciled. 

Without entering into the various ſolutions, which 
have been given by the commentators, 1 ſhall only ob- 
ſerve that, as this tranſaction relates to a matter of diſ- 
pute among the diſciples, it has of courſe two different 
ſides, and therefore capable of two different repreſenta- 
tions. Some of the diſciples laid claim to the title of 
the greateſt in the kingdom of heaven, among whom 
we may probably reckon Peter, with the two ſons of 
Zebedee, James and John. Theſe could hardly expect 
to eſcape a reproof, and were undoubtedly aſhamed, 
when queſtioned as to the ſubje& of their diſpute. 
Other diſciples on the contrary may be conſidered as the 
party attacked, who without claiming the firſt rank for 
themſelves, might yet think it unjuſt to be treated as 
inferiors, ſince they all appeared to be equal. The 
latter had leſs reaſon to tear a reproof, ſince the pure 
morality of Chriſt, which teaches that every action muſt 
be eftimited by the motives which gave it birth, was 
not then fully underſtood by his diſciples. In their out- 
ward behaviour at leaſt there was nothing unreaſonable, 
and without being guilty of a breach of | propriety, they 
might lay their complaints before their maſter, and re- 
queſt his deciſion. It is probable that St. Matthew was 
of this party, ſince a man, who was by profeſſion a 
tax-gatherer, and never particularly diſtinguiſhed himſelf 
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among the Apoſtles, would have hardly ſuppoſed, that 
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Matth. xx. 24. | | y Mark ix. 37» 38. 


\ 


he ſhould become the firſt in the kingdom of God. 
He relates the tranſaction therefore, as one of that 
party to which he belonged: St. Mark on the contrary, 


- who derived information from St. Peter, conſiders the 
matter from an oppoſite point of view. Let us ſuppoſe 
the full ſtate of the caſe to be as follows.—Some of the 


diſciples, who were of the diffident party, and laid no 
claim to the firſt rank, bring the matter before Chriſt, 
with the ſame kind of indignation, as was diſplayed by 
ten of the Apoſtles on another occaſion®, Chriſt re- 
ſerves the decifion of the diſpute till they were entered 
into the houſe, where they were accuſtomed to meet: 
he then calls his diſciples together, and enquires into 
the ſubje& of their diſpute, to which Peter, James, 
John, and thoſe in general who had laid claim to pre- 
eminence make no anſwer. —If the tranſaction was li- 
terally as here deſcribed, it is by no means impoſſible 
that Matthew and Mark might conſider it from different 


points of view, and write what we find in their Goſpels, 


without the leaſt violation of truth. The one relates 
one part, and the other another part of the tranſaction, 
but neither of them relates the whole. If we read a few 
verſes further in St. Mark's Goſpel, we find a circum- 
ſtance recorded of St. John, which St. Matthew paſſes over 
in ſilence, and from which it appears, that St. John was 
more concerned in this diſpute, than moſt of the other 
diſciples. He even ventured, when Chriſt, with a view of 
introducing a perfect equality among his diſciples, ſaid, 
Whoever receiveth one of theſe children in my name 
receiveth me,” to doubt of the univerſality of this poſi- 


tion, alleging that perſons of unexceptionable characters 
might appeal to the name of Jeſus, and giving an in- 


ſtance of one who had caſt out devils in his name, 
whom the Apoſtles had rebuked. This again occa- 
ſtoned replies from Chriſt, which, though they are men- 
tioned by St. Matthew, have in his Goſpel a different 
appearance, and are attended with leſs perſpicuity, on 
ei ED E 404055 ey 
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they are in St. Mark's Goſpel, becauſe St. Matthew has 
not related the cauſes which gave them birth. 

When the ſame event is either related in common 
converſations. by different ſpeakers, - or committed to 
writing by different and independent hiſtorians, - of 
which we may mention an engagement between two 
armies as an inſtance, we frequently find a contradiction 
in their accounts, though each of them has no other 
object in view, than to relate the truth ®. If the Evan- 
geliſts appear to contradict each other more frequently 
than other hiſtorians, the cauſe does not lie in the Evan- 
geliſts themſelves, but in the diligence and attention of 
the reader. The Goſpels are not read by thouſands, 
but by millions, who carefully compare the one with 
the other: whereas the ſtories related in common con- 
verſation are hardly ever compared with each other, and 
it is not often that we find a critical hiſtorian, who takes 
the trouble of accurately collating his written documents. 
But the moſt convincing proof, that apparent contra- 


dictions are no proof a bad cauſe, is the circumſtance, 


that we often meet with them in the writings of one 
and the ſame hiſtorian, where he relates the ſame thing 
at different times. St. Luke, for inſtance, relates twice 
the aſcenſion of Chriſt, and three times the converſion of 
St. Paul, and in conſequence of his omitting at one time 
what he had mentioned at another, and vice verſa, he 


differs as much from himſelf, as the Evangeliſts differ 


from each other. In courts of juſtice, where practical 
logic, as far as concerns the examination of evidence, is 
extremely well underſtood, not every apparent contra- 
diction between two or more witneſſes is immediately 
conſidered as a proof, that the fact which they atteſt is 
falſe. The advocates on both ſides examine and croſs- 
examine, and conſider whether the differences in the 


reports are not capable of a reconciliation. As the 


Evangeliſts themſelves cannot be queſtioned with reſpect 
to their apparent contradictions, it is the duty of com- 
mentators to undertake in their name the office of ad vo- 


cate: it is an office which they have frequently executed 
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with ſucceſs, but through want of ſufficient knowledge 
of the ſubject they are ſtill embarraſſed with difficulties, 
which the Apoſtles themſelves, if they were now alive, 


would undoubtedly be able to remove. 


f 
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Anſwers to the objeftions made to the Evangeli its, on account 


of the apparent contradictions in reſpect to the order of 
time . 


OE 22 the LIP frequent apparent e biens 
among the Evangeliſts relatès to the order of time, 
the ſame fact being reported earlier by one, than by 
another. This appearance of diſagreement ariſes from 
the circumſtance, that neither St. Matthew, St. Mark, 
nor St. Luke wrote in chronological order“. 

No hiſtorian can be expected to relate every thing in 
the order of time unleſs he is writing a journal, which 
is the moſt tedious and diſagreeable kind of hiſtory. 
In writing a perſpicuous, and at the ſame time an agree · 
able narrative, it is frequently neceſſary to unite with 
a cauſe the effect to which it gave birth, even though 


that effect ſhould belong to a diſtant period, when the 


hiſtorian muſt conſequently return from a later time to 
a former: or an hiſtorian is often under the neceſſity of 
uniting facts, which are far aſunder in point of time, 
becauſe they are connected by their ſubject. In bio- 
graphy eſpecially, it is not unuſual to diſregard the order 
of time, in relating the remarkable circumſtances, of a 
life, to which the name of Singularia is applied. It 
ſeems therefore extraordinary that ſeverer rules ſhould 
be preſcribed to the Evangeliſts, than are followed by 
hiſtorians in general : and one might ſuppoſe that it 
arofe from a want of ſufficient acquaintance with the 
practice of profane writers, unleſs various commentators, 
to whom this 1gnorance cannot poſſibly be imputed, 


had 
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TC had till conſidered the Goſpels as ſimple diaries, or 
S, journals“. 
e, The Goſpel of St. Luke in particular is ſuppoſed to 


have been written according to the order of time; becauſe 
the Evangeliſt declares in his preface, that he intends to 
relate every thing in order. But we muſt not forget 
that the order of time is not the only order, which an 
hiſtorian may follow. To illuſtrate this by an example. 
The unction of Chriſt at Bethany took place fix days be- 


int fore the paſſover': yet St. Matthew relates it after he was A 
of advanced with the reſt of his. hiſtory to within two days | 
of the paſſover n. The reaſon is, that on this ſecond 
day before the paſſov er Judas offered to the aſſembly of 
ns the ſcribes and chief prieſts to betray Jeſus: which re- 
ſolution he had been induced to form by the rebuke 


which he had received when Jeſus was anointed. To 
return however to the Goſpel of St. Luke, it appears that 
the word x f. implies nothing more, than an intention 
to collect accounts of the ſeveral wonders and diſcourſes 
of Chriſt, and to form them into one uniform whole“, | 
that 1s, ahr t dinyniv, as he ſays of the writers, of 1 
whom he ſpeaks in the firſt verſe of his Goſpel. Now 
we cannot ſuppoſe that theſe numerous writers compoſed 
entirely according to the order of times. Nay, there 
are fome commentators, which go ſo far as to aſſert 
that of the four Evangeliſts St. Luke deviates the moſt 
from the order of time: whether they are miſtaken or 0 
not I ſhall not at preſent inquire, becauſe the exami- : = 
nation of the proofs would 'take up too much room, | 
but this I will venture to affert, that the word xafcEns 
no more affords an argument againſt this opinion, than | 
the word averefaclai applied to thoſe who wrote Goſpels | | 
before St. Luke, would diſprove the affertion, that theſe | 
writers deviated more from the order of time than our 
tour Evangeliſts. The account which we read in St. | 
Luke's Goſpel, ch. iv. 23. where Jeſus ſpeaks of mi- | 
racles performed at Caperngams, though St. Luke had | 
hitherto | Th | 
Kk Kabetn;?. Luke i Vs 0 e r. Wy Eg | 
= Matth. xxvi. C. : ö | | 
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x hitherto made no mention, that Jeſus had even been { 
i at Capernaum, united with the circumſtance that the ey 
\þ important muracles performed by Jeſus at Capernaum in 
6 appear to be recorded by St. Luke in the fifth chapter, ſh 
W favours at leaſt the opinion that St. Luke has not related to 
1 the coming of Jeſus to Nazareth, according to the pe- ou 
4 riod in which it really happened“. th 
we The opinion that the Evangeliſts have conſtantly re 
8 written according to the order of time has led the har. w] 
| moniſts to this very extraordinary concluſion, that, if a th 
n fact is recorded by two or more Evangeliſts, and the his 
A period allotted to it by the one correſponds not to the We 
i period allotted to it by the other, the fact with all its ſet 
it concomitant circumſtances muſt have happened fo m 
5 many different times. According to this principle, dc 
\4 the whole ſeries of events recorded in the ninth, tenth, at 
" and eleventh chapters of St. Matthew's Goſpel happened co 
twice, if not thrice: that is, Jeſus twice healed a man 
fick of the palſy, who was let down through the roof of th 
the houſe with exactly the fame circumſtances; in both th 
: caſes he ſpake the ſame words, and the ſpectators were di 
4 affected in the ſame manner: in two inſtances (imme- B. 
diately after ſuch a miracle) he called a diſeiple from the di. 
receipt of cuſtom: he twice raiſed a child aged twelve m 
years from the dead, and by the way healed a woman, ſo 
who had an iſſue of blood, by the touch of his garment: th 
: he was twice aſked the ſame queſtions by John, &c. pe 
The late Dr. Hauber has applied, in ſupport of this th 
opinion, the principium indilcernibilium ; ſaying, that ſu} 
things which agree in 9999 points, but differ in a ſingle th 
point, cannot be one and the ſame thing; now the no 
events above-mentioned have a difference in point of pr 
time in the different Evangeliſts, therefore they cannot oc 
be the ſame events. The truth of the firſt propoſition re] 
no one will diſpute, but we cannot aſſert the ſecond, ne 
without being guilty of a petitio principii, ſince the thi 
queſtion, whether each of theſe events really did happen 
more than once is the very thing to be determined. 
And, ſince it is at leaſt bighly unpfagpMle. that two 5 


ſeries Lt 
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ſeries of facts ſhould perfectly reſemble each other in 
every circumſtance except that of time, the principium 


indiſcernibilium, when applied to the preſent caſe, 


ſhould lead us in fact to a concluſion directly contrary 


to that, which was drawn by Dr. Hauber*. Even with- 


out the aid of philoſophy, the matter 1s itſelf fo clear, 
that if any other biographer ſhould ſo circumſtancially 
relate the ſame tranſactions twice, or pretend that a 
whole ſeries of extraordinary events happened twice in 
the ſpace of four years, he would forfeit all credit with 
his reader. I candidly declare for my own part, that, 


were it neceſſary to believe that the above-mentioned 


ſeries of events with all their circumitances, happened 
more than once, my faith would waver: and if I 
doubted not of the truth of the Goſpel itſelf, I ſhould 
at leaſt doubt of the inſpiration of the Evangeliſts, and 
conclude that the one or the other was miſtaken. 

At the ſame time I would not have it underſtood, 
that the ſuppoſition of an event's having happened more 
than once, where different periods are aſſigned to it by 
different Evangeliſts, is in no caſe whatſoever admiſſible. 
But then it muſt not be an event of the moſt extraor- 


dinary kind, nor attended in every iaftance by the ſame 


minute circumſtances. For inſtance, fince various per- 
ſons at various times may have offered themſelves to be 
the diſciples of Chriſt, induced either by the high ex- 
pectations, which were formed of his character, or by 


the intereſted motive of receiving from him their daily 


ſupport, to whom the anſwer © Foxes have holes, and 
the birds of the air have neſts, but the Son of man has 


not where to lay his head” is well adapted, it is not im- 


probable that this anſwer was given on more than one 
occaſion, When St, Matthew therefore, ch. vin. 19, 20. 
relates this anſwer as given by Chriſt at the lake of Gen- 
neſaret, and St, Luke, ch. ix. 57, 581 as given Curing 
the journey through Samaria toward Jeruſalem, we mu 
; - conclude 
a See my Programma, de principio indiſcernibilium?, particularly 
p. 11, where I have explained myſelf more fully, and p. 15, where 
L have given the proof. | 
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conclude that the two Evarigelifts here relate two diffe- 
rent things. This is however attended with the following 
difficulty, that both St. Matthew and St. Luke im- 
mediately after the anſwer above quoted, agree likewiſe 
in another anſwer given by Chriſt to a young man, who 
was going to bury his father'. This caſe is ſo extra- 
ordinary that I cannot ſuppoſe it to have happened 
twice; and I can account for the difficulty in no other 
manner, than by ſuppoſing that the two Evangeliſts 
introduced, on two different occafions, the converſation 
of Chriſt with this diſciple, becauſe each occaſion ſug- 
geſted its introduction. They relate in what manner 
Chriſt rejected, or invited diſciples, or put them to 
the teſt, though the inſtances, which they produce in 
the ſame place, happened at times diſtant from each 
other. ee | | 


Ser., l. 
| Rules to be obſerved in making an Harmony of the Goſpels. 


IE following are the principal rules, which are 
neceſſary to be obſerved in comparing the Evan- 
geliſts with each other. os | 
1. As the Evangeliſts have not written journals, we 
muſt not conſider it as a contradiction, if the fame tran- 
faction be related by the one earlier or later than it is 
related by the other, provided the time be not expreſſiy 
determined by both, ſo as to be incapable of a recon- 
ciliation. i 1 
2. Since divine inſpiration does not produce omni- 
ſcience, it is poſſible, even if we admit that all four 
Evangeliſts were inſpired, that ſome circumſtances of a 
fact were unknown to one, which were known to 
.another. From this want of knowledge ariſes an ap- 
parent contradiction, which ought not to be conſidered 
Matth. viii, 21, 22. Luke ix. 59, 60. 


hn = OO . 


33 


SECT. 111. Harmony of the Four Goſpels. 15 


as a real one. If we ſet inſpiration aſide, and conſider 
the Evangeliſts ſimply as human hiſtorians of credit and 
veracity, the rule is ſtill more applicable. For inſtance, 
Chriſt embarked in a veſſel, and rebuked the wind, in 
the evening of the ſame day, on which he had delivered 
the parable of the fower and the ſeed. This appears 
from Mark iv. 35. And the ſame day, when the even 
was come, he faith unto them, Let us paſs over unto 
the othef fide.” But this circumſtance was unknown to 
St. Luke, who knew only that theſe two tranſactions were 
at no great diſtance from each other, and wrote there- 
fore, ch. viii. 22. Now it came to paſs on a certain day 
that he went into a ſhip with his diſciples.” This is no 
more a contradiction, than if one of two wit neſſes to 
the ſame fact ſhould teſtify that it happened in the 
Chriſtmas-week, and the other on the twenty-fifth of 
December. Again, St. Luke appears not to have known 
on what occaſion the words, which he has recorded, 
ch. xvii. 1—4, were uttered by Chriſti; inſtead therefore 


. of relating them in the place, to which they really be- 


long, namely after ch. ix. 46—50, he has arranged 
them among ſeveral ſcattered fragments relating to Chriſt. 
St. Matthew and St. Mark on the contrary have aſ- 


figned to them their proper place, where they receive 
more light, eſpecially as related by the latter®. A third 


inſtance, in which St. Luke was unacquainted with the 
time at which a tranſaction happened is ch. xx. 1, where 
he ſays, And it came to pals, on one of thoſe days: but 
St. Matthew and St. Mark have determined the time more 
preciſely*, though a contradiction appears to have taken 
place in their accounts, which the preſent room does 
not allow me to examine. Likewiſe the occaſion which 
gave birth to the prophecy of Chriſt, reſpecting the 
deſtruction of Jeruſalem, appears to have been more 
imperfectly known to St. Luke 5, than to the other 
Evangeliſts: but that even Prophets may be deficient 


in knowledge, and that the Apoſtles never pretended to 


? Matth. xviii. 1-20. Mark 1 ir. 33— 8 * 
2 See Ch, xxl. 5. 
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be omniſcient is evident from various paſſages of the 
New Teſtament”. 

3. Two or more relations may be very ſimilar, and 
yet not the ſame: theſe muſt be carefully diſtinguiſhed 
from each other. For inſtance, the anointing of Chriſt 
Luke vii. and Matth. xxvi. are manifeſtly different 
facts, though they ſo far agree that both happened at 
table, and in the houſe of one named Simon. But that 
the anointing happened at table is by no means a re- 
markable circumſtance, ſince it was agreeable to the 


CHAP. 11, 


common cuſtom of the ancients: and with reſpect to the 


other circumſtances, they are all different. | 

4. In the arrangement of the ſeveral facts attention 
muſt be paid to thoſe paſſages, in which the Evangeliſts 
expreſſiy determine the time, by ſaying, on that "day, 
in the evening,“ © on the following day, and the like. 
But we muſt be careful not to take for a determination 
of time, what really is not. 

5. The ſame diſcourſe, ſuch as the 8 on the 
mount, may have been delivered more than once, in 
order to impreſs the doctrines, which it contained, on 
thoſe who were not preſent, when it was firſt pro— 
nounced. But whether any particular diſcourſe actually 
Vas delivered more than once, muſt be determined by 
the circumſtances which precede and follow it: and in 
thoſe caſes only, where theſe circumſtances are different, 
it is allowable to conclude that the diſcourſe was pro- 
nounced at different times. 

The rules, which I have here given, are in themſelves 
ſo clear, that every reader, without further explanation, 
will probably aſſent to them. The principal difficulty 
conſiſts in the application, ſince even thoſe, who agree 
in the principles, very frequently differ in the uſe of 
them. The following inſtance may ſerve. to ſhew the 


manner, in which I would apply the rules in queſtion. 
The Evangelifts St. Matthew? and St. Mark have related, 
that Chriſt was anointed in the week preceding his u 
a an 
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and all the commentators are agreed that both of them 


SECT. III. 


mean the fame unction. St. John likewiſe ® relates that 
Chriſt was anointed in the ſame week, and the unction, 


which he deſcribes, is in my opinion the very ſame with 


that, which St. Matthew and St. Mark have recorded, 
but according to others it was totally different, and hap- 
pened four days earlier. Now that two different unctions 
happened twice in the ſame week with the ſame circum- 
ſtances, is more than I am able to believe. Should any 
one relate ſo circumſtantial an event as having happened 
to himſelf, and differ in his accounts with reſpect to the 
day, on which 1t took place, I ſhould certainly take the 
liberty to obſerve that he was guilty of a'contradi&ion: 
and if, in defending himſelf from the charge of an in- 
conſiſtency, he ſhould contend that it happened twice 
in the fame week, I ſhould certainly conclude that he 
tranſgreſſed the bounds of truth. The two unctions 
above- mentioned, if we can conſider as two, what I 
2 to be one, agree in the circum- 
1 | | 
Both happened at Bethany. 
2. In both caſes Jeſus was anointed not by his hoſt, 
but by a woman. However as Chriſt was frequently at 
Bethany, theſe circumſtances are not ſo very remark-' 
able. 
3. Both unctions took bie as I ſhall prove in the 
ſequel, not-in the houſe of Lazarus, the friend of Jeſus, 
lt we might DO expect him, but in another 
ouſe 


4. Both happened in the laſt week, before.the ſuffering | 
of Chriſt. 7 

6. In both caſes the ointment was "4 expenſive, that 
the unction had the appearance of profuſion. 

6. In both caſes we meet with the remarkable cir- 
cumſtance, that the ointment was not purchaſed for the 
purpoſe, to which it was applied, but that it had been 
re for fome time 31 the 8 who uſed ts | 

Or 
| Ch. xi. 1=8, © 
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for the diſciples were offended that the ointment was 
not fold, and the money given to the poor, and 1n the 
account, which is given by St. John”, it is expreſſſy ſaid 
by Jeſus, * Againſt the day of my burying hath ſhe 
kept this. One might almoſt conjecture that it was the 
remainder of the ointment, which Martha and Mary 
bad purchaſed for the funeral of Lazarus: the thought 
preſents itſelf at leaſt, on reading St. John s deſcription, 
as not improbable. 

7. In both caſes the unction is cenſured by the diſ- 
ciples. 

's. Ia both caſes the ground. of cenſure is the ſame. 

9. In both caſes the unction is defended by Jeſus, 
and the ſame anſwer given to the diſciples. 

10. The exprefſion vagdes mum, which is not only 
very unuſual and therefore obſcure, but occurs in not a 
fingle inſtance either in the Septuagint or in the New 
Teſtament, except on this occaſion, is uſed both by 

St, Mark, and by St. John: the ointment therefore 1 8 
in both caſes was ſtrictly the ſame. 

Theſe circumſtances are too numerous and too par- 
ticular, to, have happened twice: not to mention the 
improbability, that the diſciples, after having been re- 
buked by Jeſus ſix days before Eaſter, for having cen- 
ſured the unction, ſhould preſume to repeat their 
cenſure on a ſimilar occaſion, on the ſecond day before 
Eaſter. For it contained a. manifeſt incivility to Jeſus 
himſelf, which they muſt have very-ſenſibly. felt, when 
he anſwered them, The poor ye have always with. you, 
but me ye have not always?,* and of which therefore 
they noun have hardly been guilty only four days after- 
Wards. | 

In the two accounts, which are given; by St. Matthew 
and St. John, I: perceive not the leaſt variation, except 
that in ſome points the one is more copious than the 
other; but their deſcriptions are fo far from being incon- 


fiſtent,. that they have all: the appearance of proceeding. 


from two different eye- -witneſſes to n ſame fact 
US 10. . Accord 
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1. According to St. Matthew and St. Mark a woman 
anoints Jeſus: according to St. John, he is anointed by 
Mary, and if we may judge from what he ſays in the 
ſecond verſe, by Mary the fiſter of Lazarus. This how- 
ever is no contradiction, when one hiſtorian omits the 
name of the woman, the other mentions it. Nay,-even 
from the very filence of St. Matthew and St. Mark in 


reſpect to the name, may be deduced an argument in 


ſupport of the opinion, that the unction deſcribed by 
St. Matthew and St. John is the ſame. St. Matthew 
and St. Mark muſt have had particular reaſons for con- 
cealing the name of the woman, ſince according to their 
own relation Jeſus declared that what ſhe had done 
ſhould be preached in the whole world for a memorial 
of her. Now this cannot have happened unleſs ſhe was 
the Mary mentioned by St. John: and it would follow 


from the ſuppoſition of two different unctions, that the 


declaration of Jeſus had remained unfulfilled. Perhaps 
the real ſtate of the caſe is as follows. The two firſt 
Evangeliſts, who have made no mention of the raiſing - 
of Lazarus from the dead, that they might not expoſe 
him to' perſecution from the Jewiſh Sanhedrim, have 
probably, for the fame reaſon, concealed the- name of 
his fiſter Mary, who anornted Jeſus with the ointment, 
which remained after the interment of Lazarus. Sr. 
John on the contrary exprefily mentions it, becauſe he 
wrote after the deſtruction of Jeruſalem, and could 
therefore have no reaſon for concealing the name either 
of Lazarus, or of Mary. 3 | | 
2. According to St. Matthew, the entertainment was 
given in the houſe of Simon the leper: according to St. 
John, Lazarus was one of them who fat at the table 
wth him?, and his fiſter Martha ſerved. Some com- 
mentators have conſidered this as a variation 1n the ſtory, 
and have concluded from St. John's deſcription that the 
entertainment was given in the houſe of Lazarus. But 
this is certainly not true, fince no one, in ſpeaking of 
the maſter. of the houſe, would fay, he was * 2 
n thoſe 
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thoſe who ſat at the table.” On the contrary, this very 
expreſſion proves that he was only a gueſt, and that the 
entertainment was given in the houſe of a friend, in 
which his ſiſter, who was a diligent houſewife“, prepared 
the table. | | 
3. According to St. Matthew, the woman poured the 
hox of ointment on the head of Jeſus; according to St. 
John ſhe anointed his feet. But even this circumſtance 
is not ſufficient to prove two diflin& unctions, though 
among all the variations it is the moſt conſiderable, 
That Mary did not leave the head of Jeſus unanointed 
we may take for granted from the general practice of 
the Eaſt: but this is not related by St. John, who men- 
tions only the more extraordinary circumſtance omitted 
by St. Matthew and St. Mark, that the woman anointed 
his feet. It is agreeable to John's peculiar manner to 
relate circumſtances omitted by his predeceſſors. 
4. According to St. Matthew, the diſciples in general, 
according to St. Mark, only ſome of them had indigna- 
tion, and cenſured the woman. This cannot be conſidered 
as a contradiction: for when St. Matthew ſays in general 
terms *© the diſciples,” it does not neceſſarily follow, that 
he meant all of them without exception, nor is it pro- 
bable that all of them expreſſed their opinion. But St. 
John mentions Judas Iſcariot, as the perſon who cenſured 
the action. Still however we cannot conclude that the 
Evangeliſts have deſcribed two different unctions. One 
of the dilciples muſt have made a beginning, to whom 
others acceded, though probably not in the ſame words. 
This perſon is particularly named by St. John, who like- 
wite adds the motive, which induced him to caſt the 
_ cenſure. . Perhaps St. Matthew and St. Peter acceded to 
the opinion of Judas, but not St, John: and hence St. 
Matthew and St, Mark ſpeak openly in the plural num- 
ber, that they might. not conceal. the part which St. 
Matthew and St. Peter had taken in this unjuſt cenſure. 
It is further objected, that the clear and certain 
marks by which the time. is determined. by the different 
E | e +" Walt, 
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Evangeliſts, prove two diſtinct tranſactions: that St. 
John mentions expreſſly the ſixth day before Eafter?, and 
St. Matthew as expreſſly the ſecond day before Eaſter ®, 
as the day on which the unction happened. Now that 
the time is ſo clearly determined by both Evangeliſts 
is more than I am able to perceive: and if any one 
could perſuade me, that it really were fo, I ſhould 
inſtantly give up the inſpiration either of one or both 
of the Evangeliſts, and conclude that either one or 
both of them were ' guilty of a miſtake in referring to 
two different days what according to the dictates of 
common ſenſe could be only one and the fame tranſ- 
action. I ſhould in that caſe be perſuaded, that if the 
two Evangeliſts were now alive, and could be queſ- 
tioned relative to the preſent difficulty, they would be 
ſo far from contending that the ſame tranſaction with 
all its concomitant circumſtances happened twice in the 


ſame week, that one of them (namely in the caſe aſſumed) 


would candidly own, he was guilty of a miſtake. | 

But as far as my eyes enable me to ſee, (though 
other eyes perhaps may ſee differently from mine,) 
the aſſertion is really ungrounded. That St. John has 
determined the date to be the ſixth day before the paſſ- 
over, is not to be diſputed. But St. Matthew is ſilent 
as to the day, on which the unction happened; and it 
is owing only to the modern diviſion of Matthew's text 
into chapters, that we ſuppoſe, he has determined the 
time. The Evangeliſt has not written On the fecond 
day before the paſſover Jeſus was at an entertainment 
in Bethany,* but after having related a diſcourfe which 
Jeſus had made to his diſciples, he adds, And it 
came to paſs, when Jeſus had finiſhed all theſe ſayings, - 
he ſaid unto his diſciples, ye know that after two days 
is the feaſt of the paſſover, and the ſon of man is be- 
trayed to be crucified. Immediately afterwards the 
Evangeliſt relates the plot which was formed againſt. 
the life of Jeſus in the following manner; Then 


Tore) 
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is hardly to be expected froni an inſpired writer. 
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(ert) aſſembled together the chief prieſts, and the 
{cribes, and the elders of the people, unto the palace 
of the high prieſt, who was called Caiaphas, and con- 
ſulted that they might take Jeſus by ſubtlety, and kill 
him. But they ſaid not on the feaſt day, left there 


which is capable of a very extenſive. ſignification, no 
more determines this conſultation to have bappened on 
the ſame day, on which Jeſus delivered his diſcourſe 
to the apoſtles, than that it happened in the ſame 
hour. But even if we admit, that both, of them hap- 
pened on the ſame day, it will by no means follow 
that the entertainment likewiſe at Bethany took place 
on that day: at leaſt the words with which St. Matthew 
begins his relation of it. Nom when Jeſus was in 
Bethany in the houſe of Simon the leper,” contain no 
determination- of time, and may as cally refer to a pre- 
ceding, as to a preſent period *. 

Still however it might be objected, that though St. 
Matthew and St. Mark have not expreſsly mentioned the 
day, on which the unction took place in Bethany, they 
have at leaſt aſſigned to it a place in that part of their 
narrative, Where they were advanced to within two 
days of the paſſover. Now this objection preſuppoſes 
that the Evangeliſts always wrote according to the 
order of time, which they certainly did not: and if 
we only make a different * of the chapters, and 
reckon to the twenty- fifth chapter the two firſt verſes 
of the twenty- -fixth, the union at Bethany, which. 1s 
related in the following verſes, will have. leſs reference 
to the time ſpecified in thoſe two yerſes*. But at this 
rate, perhaps it might be ſaid, the Evangeliſts have 
written in a very irregular. manner, arranging their facts 
in an order very different from that in which they 
really happened, and that an irregularity of this bang 
This 
objection brings the matter to an ifſue, and the anſwer, 


which I would make to it, is, that beſi de the order of 
| time, there is another arrangement in hiſtory. which 
| may 
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may be called the order of things“. That is, facts 
which are connected with each other are arranged 
together, in order that the relation between cauſe and 
effect may be more diſtinctly ſeen: and it is this very 
arrangement which diſtinguiſhes the entertaining and 
inſtructive hiſtorian from the mere annaliſt. To the 
end of the twenty- fifth, or rather as far as the ſecond 
verſe of the twenty-ſixth chapter, St. Matthew had 
recorded day by day the ſeveral remarkable diſcourſes, 
which Chriſt held in the laſt week of his life. He 
then proceeds to relate the hiſtory of Chriſt's paſſion, 
to which the unction at Bethany had an immediate 
relation. The Jewiſh Sanhedrim had formed the re- 
ſolution to put Jeſus to death, but not on the feaſt 
day: and it was the unction at Bethany, which af- 
torded them the means of getting him into their power, 
though on the day, which they had endeavoured to 
avoid. This may be gathered from St. Matthew's own 
relation, who after havirig deſcribed the conſultation 
of the Sanhedrim, immediately relates the unction at 
Bethany, and then adds, Then one of the twelve, 
called Judas Iſcariot, went unto the chief prieſts, and 
laid unto them, what will ye give me, and I will de- 
liver him unto you©?? The account given by St. Mat- 
thew is in ſome meaſure obſcure, becauſe we do not 
perceive in what manner the circumſtance of the unc- 
tion excited in Judas the reſolution to betray his maſter. 
But this we clearly ſee from the relation of St. John, 
from which it appears, that Judas was properly the 
perſon, who cenſured the unction, under the pretence, 
tat the ointment ought to have been fold for the 
benefit of the poor, and that this ſpecious pretext met 
likewiſe with the approbation of other Apoſtles. The 
true reaſon, as St. John expreſsly declares, why Judas 
wiſhed that the ointment had been ſold, was the hope 
of having a further opportunity of defrauding the 
money bag, which was intruſted to his care. The 

| | res anſwer | 
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anſwer therefore of Jeſus affected Judas in particular, 
whoſe guilty conſcience augmented the ſeverity of the 
rebuke. Under theſe circumſtances it is by no means 
extraordinary that Judas reſolved to take revenge, eſ- 
pecially when we conſider that he was already an 

ſtate, and thought perhaps that, if contrary to his 


belief Jeſus was really the Meſſiah, the meaſures con- - 
certed againſt him would be of no avail, but that on np 
the other hand, if Jeſus was an impoſtor, he would 5 

meet with the fate which he deſerved. It appears then RAE 
that the unction at Bethany, which gave riſe to the 8 


offer of Judas to the Sanhedrim to betray Chriſt is more 7 
properly arranged immediately before the relation of . 


| the effect which it produced, than it would have been, 4, 
\ if placed at the beginning of the twenty-firſt chapter, hal 
to which it properly belongs according to the order of Wl x 
time?. | | | 8 | 
T be preceding example muſt ſuffice for the preſent, 8 
ſince if I examined other parts of the Evangelic hif- wo 


tory in the ſame manner, I ſhould compoſe an Har. a] 
mony of the | Goſpels, inſtead of writing a general 
introduction to the New Teſtament. 


Sometimes a contradiction may be removed by the * 
help of a various reading, of which I have given an W bec 


inſtance in my Hiſtory of the Reſurre&tion*,. taken Wl of 
from Matth, xxvii. 60. Of the aid of critical conjecture 


; Hatth. 1h : this 
in removing contradictions I: have given an example inte 
in this Introduction, from John vi. 21. Laſtly, it 1s \ 
not improbable that ſome of the contradictions abſerv- WM «4, 


able in St. Matthew's Goſpel, did not proceed from the 
author himſelf, but from the perſon. who tranſlated it MW of 
from Hebrew into Greek. (TART - 


* John vi. G -). P. 4346. the 
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Of the inference to be deduced from the ſuppoſition, that real 
contradictions exift in the four Goſpels. 


F it can be ſhown, that real contradictions, that is, 

ſuch as are wholly incapable of a reconciliation, exiſt 
in the four Goſpels, the only inference to be deduced 
is, that the writers were not infallible, or in other 
words, not inſpired by the Deity; but we are by no 
means warranted to conclude, becauſe the hiſtorians 
vary in their accounts, that the hiſtory itſelf is a forgery. 
I have treated this ſubject at large in the Preface to the 


Hiſtory of the Reſurrections; at preſent therefore, ! 


ſhall only remark what deſerves particular notice. 
When ſeveral perſons relate the fame ſtory,” it is 
hardly poſhble, even if they were eye-witneſles to thre 
tranſaction which they record, and till lefs fo if they 
received their information from others, to coincide ex- 
actly in their accounts, fince the fame circumſtances 
will either not be obſerved or not be remembered by all. 
Yet if they all agreed in the main point, no one would 
conclude that the whole ſtory was a forgery, merely 
becauſe the perſons, who related it, diſagreed in ſome 
of the concomitant circumſtances. An inference of 
this kind would convert the moſt valuable hiſtories 
into fabulous legends. N e ee 2 1-0 
When two Pruſſian officers, who ſerved during the 
ſeven years war, from 1756 to 1763, relate the tranſac- 
tions of that memorable period, each of them is guilty 
of ſome miſtakes, eſpecially in regard to dates and 
numbers of which the unayoidable conſequence is, that 
they will contradict each other. If we read Lloyd's 
and Tempelhoff's Hiſtory of this war, we ſhall find 
not only that they contradict each other, but that both 
of them frequently contradict the official intelligence 
printed in the Berlin Gazette. I will mention as an 
inſtance the battle of Prague, in which Lloyd has 
e 5 e en e eee 
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made the liſt of killed and wounded on the part of the 
Auſtrians ſo very inconſiderable, as to be almoſt incre- 
dible, when we conſider the important conſequences, to 


which that engagement immediately led. Yet no one 


would therefore conclude, either that the ſeven years 
war in general, or the battle of Prague in particular 
was a mere fable. Whoever has examined the ſources 
of the Roman hiſtory, not barely with a view of 
learning a dead language, but with the eye of a 
critical hiſtorian, muſt have obſerved many contra- 
dictions, which no art can poſſibly reconcile. The 
battle of Pharſalia, for inſtance, is deſcribed by Florus 
in a manner very different from that, in which it is de- 


fcribed by Cæſar: for in their accounts of the number 


of the combatants, which entered the field on both 


| fides, there is a difference of not leſs than an hundred 
and fifty thouſand. Yet no man would therefore 


contend, that the battle of Pharſalia, which determined 
the fate of the world, was a mere fable. It is the fame 
with the Grecian: hiſtory even in the moſt enlightened 


ages, as appears from the contradictions in the accounts 


which we read of the expedition of Xerxes, and the 
ſtrength of his army. The hiſtory of the celebrated 
Judas Maccabæus, as related in the firſt book of the 


Maccabees, a work written at the time when Judas 


himfelf lived, differs frequently from the ſame hiſtory 
as related in the ſecond book of the Maccabees, and 
ſometimes from the accounts of Joſephus. Nay, what 
is ſtill more, we find Joſephus contradicting even him- 
felf, when we compare his Antiquities with his Hiſtory 


of the Jewiſh: war. I mention Joſephus. in particular, 


as an author in whoſe writings contradictions; are to be 
found, becauſe I can refer, in ſupport of my affertion, 
to my notes to the firſt book of the Maccabees, in 
which many of thoſe contradictions are note. 
If the four Evangeliſts were not rendered infallible 


by the immediate intervention of the Deity, it is hardly 


poſſible, that their accqunts ſhould be wholly free from 
error, and therefore in no caſe contradictory to . 
| e i LEES: _ the 
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the other. But even if it be true, that their accounts are 
re- ſometimes at variance, it by no means follows, that the 
to hiſtory itſelf, the miracles, and the reſurrection of Chriſt 
one are a forgery: and the only inference, which we ean 
Ars deduce from it, is that the Evangeliſts were not inſpired, 
alas at leaſt not in the relation of hiſtorical facts. I have 
rces already obſerved in this Introduction“, as well as in my 
ps Hiſtory of the Reſurre&tion*, that a conceſſion of this 
f a kind is no injury to the Chriſtian religion: to two of 


tra- the Evangeliſts, Mark and Luke, the promiſe of the 
The ſupernatural aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt, which was 
rn given by Chriſt to the Apoſtles, is wholly inapplicable, 
. and I have freely confeſſed in the firſt volume of this work*, 

x that I can ſee no proof of their having been inſpired, 
oth St, Matthew and St. John were, it 1s true, Apoſtles; 
ed but ſhall we therefore conclude that they were inſpired 
* in matters of hiſtory? The paſſage which I quoted in 
We" the chapter on Inſpiration from John xiv. 26. © The 
"08 Comforter, which is the Holy Ghoſt, whom the Father 
ed will ſend in my name, ſhall teach you all things, and 
ants bring all things to your remembrance, whatſoever I 1 
the have ſaid unto you.“, contains a promiſe of aſſiſtance 

Op from the Holy-Ghoſt, and of the infallibility ariſing 
the from that aſſiſtance, merely in reſpe& to. the ſpeeches 
ben and diſcourſes of Chriſt, which form the primary ſource 
tory ot our religious faith and knowledge: but it contains 
and no promiſe, at leaſt none in direct and poſitive terms, 

what of any ſupernatural aid in the recording of facts, which 
vim- they had either ſeen themſelves, or heard from others. 
ſtory To ſpeak the truth, I do not believe that the Evange- 
olar, I its were divinely inſpired in matters of hiſtory: I have 
o be made this declaration already in the ſecond edition of 
my Dogmatic Theology“, where I have given the 
grounds of my opinion, which it is here unneceſſary to 
tranſcribe. This opinion by no means impugns the 
doctrines of the Lutheran church, as delivered in the 
Symbolic Books“, though it is contrary. to the teneta 
LM | | which 

v Vol. I. ch. iii. ſect. 1. 1 P. xxxv. | 
Ch. iii, ſect. 3, 1 Pe 185, 186. 
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in the four Goſpels, which are utterly incapable of be⸗ 


than in proportion to the variety of matter in the four 


fingle inſtance, the account of the blind Bartimeus at 
Jericho, related Matth. xx. 29—34. Mark x. 46—52. 


St. Luke“ as having t 
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which are advanced in many of our ſyſtems of diyi. 
nity, 


Are there oc contradictions then, it may be aſked, 


ing reconciled? I will not poſitively and decidedly affert, 
that there are, becauſe, as every aſſertion requires proof, 
I ſhould be under the neceſſity of examining at each 
particular example the various arguments, which have 
been alleged both for and againft the queſtion, which 
would give rife to a diſquiſition too long for the preſent 
place. I will only fay therefore, it appears to me, that 
there are ſuch contrad ictions; but their number is very 
inconſiderable, and indeed much more inconſiderable, 


Goſpels we might reaſonably expect. I will mention a 


Luke xviii. 35—43. I find no contradiction in the cir- 
cumftance, that St. Matthew, who was eye-witnels to the 
tranſaction, ſpeaks of two blind perſons, St. Mark and 
St. Luke on the contrary of only one, who by St. Mark 
is called Bartimeus : fince it is poſſible that two blind 
perſons on that occaſion received their fight, that both 
of them were known to St. Matthew, who was preſent at 
the time, but that only one of them was known to St. 
Mark and St. Luke, who were not eye- witneſſes to the 
fact. So far then the accounts are not contradictory, and 
all that can be ſaid is, that one Evangeliſt has related lels, 
than is related by the other, becauſe he was not omni- 
ſcient, and therefore did not know all that happened, 
But when St. Matthew and St. Mark, of whom the 
former was eye-witneſs, relate that the miracle was per- 
formed by Chriſt © as he went out of Jericho, St. Luke 
on the contrary as he was come nigh unto Jericho, 
and moreover the entry into that city is mentioned by 
taken place after the performance 
of the miracle, I confeſs that I am wholly: unable to 
reconcile the contradiction, and muſt therefore conclude 


(hat 


NV Ch. xix. 1. 
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that St. Luke, who was not an eye-witneſs to the fact, 


was in this inftance miſtaken. In a ſubſequent part of 
this Introduction, where I treat of St. Luke's Goſpel 


in particular, I ſhall take notice of ſeveral examples 


of this kind, and obſerve that the moſt material contra- 
ditions, which Jam unable to reconcile, are between 
St. Luke and thoſe two Evangeliſts, who were eye- 
witneſſes to the facts, which they have recorded. 

Whether St. John has corrected in an indirect and 
delicate manner the faults of his predeceſſors is a queſ- 
tion, which I ſhall reſerve for that part, where I eſpecially 
examine the Goſpel of that Evangeliſt, 


> = = = +————— —L[ . 
Fe 7 Tow wo 
Examination of the different degrees of importance in the 


different kinds of contr adiction Wande in the Four 
Goſpels. | 


HE contradictions Kernbe in the four Goſpels, 

even ſuch as may be ſhewn to be real, are of very 
different degrees of importance, which ought to be par- 
ticular noted, though they have hitherto engaged but 
ſeldom the attention of the harmoniſts. 

In the firſt place, if a contradiction exiſts between 
the twelve laſt verſes of St. Mark's Goſpel and the other 
Goſpels, it is of no importance whatſoever, and affects 
not even the queſtion of divine inſpiration: for that 
theſe twelve verſes proceeded from the hand of St. Mark 
is more than any one can prove. In the ſequel I ſhall 
treat of them more at large. 

_ Secondly, a contradiction between either St. Mark or 
St. Luke, who were neither Apoſtles nor eye- witneſſes, 
and St. Matthew and St. John, who were both, proves 
nothing more than, that they were not inſpired. In a 
diſagreement of this kind, it is reaſonable that we 
ſhould be guided by the authority of the ey e- witneſſes. 

Thirdly, 
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Thirdly, a contradiction between the Goſpel of St. 
Luke and the two firſt chapters of St. Matthew's Gof. 
pel is of ſtill leſs. importance, becauſe it may be doubted, 
whether thefe two chapters were written by St. Matthew. 
Even if we admitted therefore that what is written by 
St. Luke, ch. ii. 51. were not to be reconciled with the 
account given in St. Matthew's Goſpel of the coming 
of the wiſe men from the Eaſt, and the flight of Jeſus me 
into Egypt, which however in my opinion is very poſ- liſh 
fible, we ſhould ſtill have no reaſon to doubt the truth of 
of the Chriſtian Religion, and of the New Teſtament a Wl 
large, but only either of the two firſt chapters of St. the 
_ Matthew's Goſpel, which in other reſpects abound with 
I difficulties, or the relation which is given by St. Luke. 
| : Fourthly, real contradictions between St. Matthew and 
St. John, which are wholly mcapable of reconciliation, 

prove nothing more, than that the Apoſtles were not 
inſpired in hiſtorical matters. But as I have already 
obſerved, thefe contradictions may be aſcribed to the 
Greek tranſlator of St. Matthew's Goſpel, | ] 
Fifthly, the contradictions & the greateſt importance, | 


vv if we except Mark ' xvi. 9—20. are thoſe which have r 
i been obſerved in the hiſtory of the reſurrection, be- * 
* cauſe the truth of this hiſtory, and the teſtimony of 05 
4 thoſe perſons, who are alledged as witneſſes of its reality, 4 
Wh determine in a great. meafure the truth of the Chriſtian F 
= religion. Notwithſtanding the pains, which have been 15 
3 taken to reconcile theſe contradictions, I am of opinion, me 
=_ that our endeavours have not been ſo ſucceſsful as we 1 
WW . commonly believe; though on the other hand, I have * 
17 fallen ſometimes, as it were by accident, on ſatisfactory 1 

ſolutions, where after the moſt ſtudied and anxious at- is 

tempts I have failed of ſucceſs. This is not the place p. 

to introduce the reſult of my inquiries, which I muſt 0 


reſerve either for my public lectures, or for my notes 
on the four Goſpels if I ſhould live to publiſh them. 
-Thus far I had written in the, year 1757, and [ 
purpoſely leave it unaltered in the preſent edition, that 
the public may be convinced, it is not my intention to 
. | | ſoppreſs 
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ſuppreſs the difficulties, which I feel. The Fragments, 


Jas they were called, which were publiſhed by Leſſing 


in that very year, in the fourth number of the Con- 


| tributions to hiſtory and literature, from the treaſures 
of the ducal library at Wolfenbüttel,“ in which an 


anonymous writer attacked the Chriſtian religion, and 
particularly the hiſtory of the reſurrection“, induced 
me to renew my 1nquiries, the reſult of which I pub- 
liſhed in the year 1783, in a work entitled, Expoſition 
of the hiſtory of Chriſt's burial and reſurrection, ac- 
cording to all four Evangeliſts, and which I leave to 
the examination of the readers. 


—— — 


. 
An account of the principal Harmonies. 


| | WILL now proceed to an account of thoſe writers, 


who have endeavoured to reconcile the four Evange- 
liſts, and to reduce their hiſtory: to chronological order; 


which will afford likewiſe an opportunity of making 


ſome remarks on ſeveral explanatioas relative to the 
Goſpels. But it is far from my deſign to mention all 
the writers who have written harmonies: a tolerably 


complete lift of them, in alphabetical order, may be 
ken in Fabricii Bibliotheca Greca*,. Lib. iv. Cap. v. 


$20, and a more entertaining hiſtorical deſcription of 


them is contained in E. D. Hauber's Life of Jeſus 


Chriſt“, p. 1-14. 1 be 
To. begin with the ancient harmonies, it is well 


known that Tatian of Syria, and Theophilus Biſhop of 


Antioch, wrote harmonies. as early as the ſecond. cen- 
tury. A work ſuppoſed to be the Harmony of Tatian 
was publiſhed by Ottomar Lufcinius?*, in 1323; and 
in the following year 1524, Michael Member publiſhed 


mother harmony, which was attributed to Ammonius 


af Alexandria. But though theſe works are of great 
55 | antiquity, 
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antiquity, it is doubted whether they are genuines, 
See Fabricii Codex Apocryphus N. T. p. 378. The 
real Diateſſaron (&&reoo&pw) Of Tatian, or his Ar- 
rangement of the tranſactions of Chriſt according to 
the four Evangeliſts is no longer extant: but the cir- 
cumſtance of his having written a work of that kind 
deſerves to be remembered, becauſe it is of ſome im- 
portance in eccleſiaſtical hiſtory. It is ſuppoſed that 


this is the work, which we find ſometimes: quoted in 


ancient writers by the name of the Syrian“. 
Euſebius has compoſed a very celebrated Harmony 
of the Goſpels. He has divided the evangelic hiſtory 
into ten canons, or tables, which are prefixed to many 
editions and verſions of the New Teſtament. In the 
firſt canon he has arranged according to the ancient 
chapters“ thoſe parts of the hiſtory of Chriſt, which 
are related by all four Evangeliſts. In the reſt he has 
diſpoſed the portions of hiſtory related by 
22. St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St. Luke. 
3. St. Matthew, St. Luke, and St. John. 
4. St. Matthew, St. Luke, and St. John. 
5. St. Matthew, and St. Luke. 
6. St. Matthew, and St. Mark. 
7. St. Matthew, and St. John. 
8. St. Luke, and St. Mark. 
9. St. Luke, and St. John. 
10. Only one of the four Evangeliſts“. 
It is evident from a bare inſpection of theſe tables, 
that they are nothing more than indexes to the four 
_ Goſpels, and that they by no means form an harmony, 
of the nature of thoſe, which have been written in 
modern ages, and which are deſigned to bring the 
ſeveral facts recorded by the Evangeliſts into chronolo- 
gical order, and to reconcile contradictions. 

I ſhall not detain the reader any longer either with 
theſe ancient harmonies, or with thoſe of the middle 
ages, as they are very little uſed, and men of learning 
content themſelves with being able to enumerate their 
titles, without ever conſulting the works — 
3 8 N ut 
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oer without mentioning at leaſt, their names, Ludol- 
phus? de vita Jeſu Chriſti, and Gerſon** Monoteſſaron 
Ne concordantia evangeliſtarum. 

The celebrated Andreas Oſiander publiſhed the firſt 


Cir- 
Kind dition of his Harmony of the Goſpels in 1537. He 
im- adopted the principle, that the Evangeliſts conſtantly 
that rote in chronological order, and that the ſame tranſ- 
4 in Wctions and diſcourſes took place twice or thrice in the 
life of Chriſt. From this alone we may judge of the 
1ony nerits of the work itſelf. Ofiander is the head and 
tory NPeader of thoſe harmoniſts who undeſignedly render the 
nany WGoſpel hiſtory not only ſuſpicious, but incredible. It 
the uſt be acknowledged however that he has not gone 
ent Mo far as his ſucceſſors, and that he ſometimes deviates 
hich from his general principle. 
- has Cornelu Janſenii commentaria in coneordiam evan- 


gelicam, publiſhed** in 1571, is at the fame time an 
expoſition of the four Goſpels. 

Martin Chemnitz wrote a very ample harmony of 
the Goſpels, which was continued by Polycarp Leyſer, 
* John Gerhard. The firſt edition of it appeared 

1593, and the laſt edition was publiſhed at Ham- 
45 in 1704. It conſiſts of three volumes folio, and 
is not only à harmony, but likewiſe a learned com- 
mentary on the Goſpels: but the author has too cloſely 
followed Oſiander “. 
ibles, Samuel Craddock's Harmony of the Evangeliſts, 


four obich is alſo a learned and entertaining expoſition of 


10ny, the Goſpels, was publiſhed in London in 1668 in 


n in {Mio'%. Craddock has drawn up the Goſpel hiſtory in 


- the {MW explanatory paraphraſe in Engliſh, and has OW 
nolo- {Mort but uſeful notes in Latin. 

Sandhagen publiſhed his Introduction to the has: 
with nony of the Goſpels in 1684. However great the 
iddle Writs of this author are in reſpect to the ſacred wri- 
rning ings in general, I cannot beſtow much praiſe on this 
their dor in particular, for the principle, which I cenſured 
elves. In Ofiander, is carried here to a ſtall greater length. _ 

But Vol. III. C Bern. 


2 


aut there are two in particular, which I cannot paſs 
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diſſertation annexed to his work. He has arranged 


_ portunity of diſplaying his knowledge of Hebrew an- 
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Bern. Lamy Commentarius in harmoniam five con. 
cordiam Evangeliſtarum, publiſhed at Paris in 1699, is 
a learned work, and it is itſelf a commentary on the 
Goſpels*s. = 

Johan. Clerici harmonia evangelica, printed at Am. 
ſterdam“ in 1700, is an uſeful book. Le. Clerc haz 
in general very juſt notions with reſpe& to an hat. Nhat 
mony of the Goſpels, which he has delivered in He 


the hiftory of the four Evangeliſts according to chro- 
nological order, in columns parallel to each other, in Wh1ac 
Greek and in Latin: under the text he has added 2 rea 
Latin paraphraſe, the defign of which is to remove the Nrery 
apparent contradictions. | no 
William Whiſton's © Short view of the Chronology lh: u 
of the Old Teftament, and of the Harmony of the 
four Evangeliſts, publiſhed at Cambridge in 1702, de- 
ferves particular notice. Whiſton is of opinion, that 
the Evangeliſts wrote according to the order of time; Mains 
— in one ſingle paſſage: and that the reaſon, why khro 
St. Matthew appears to be at variance with the other ſel 

Evangeliſts, is that the chapters in his Goſpels, from 
the fourth to the tenth*?, have been ſtrangely con- Never 
founded and intermixed by the copyiſts. This opinion vite 
he endeavours to ſupport by the circumſtance, that 
in St. Mark's Goſpel, which he ſuppoſes to be only an 


abridgement of St. Matthew's, a very different ai win 


ment is obſerved, from that which we find at preſent Werr 
in the Goſpel of St. Matthew**. My ſentiments on this 


ſubſect | ſhall deliver in the laſt ſection of this chapter. ic 


Jo. Reinh. Rus publiſhed at Tena in 1727, in fou Weis 


volumes octavo“, a work entitled, Harmonia evange- Nan 


liſtarum ita adornata, ut, inveſtigata ſedulo textus co- 
herentia, nullus verſus five trajiciatur, five prætereatur 
fine brevi et ſuccincta explicatione, quo juſti com- f | 
mentarii loco eſſe queat. He follows principally Sand: Worm, 
hagen, and there is nothing in his leon which ple, 
is particularly remarkable. Wherever he has an op- Ie h. 


| tiquities, 
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tiquities, or of the geography of Paleſtine, he is 


extremely Prolix, and introduces matter, which is 
holly foreign to the purpoſe of explaining the paſ- 
Wages in queſtion. For inſtance, in his notes on St. Luke 

39, 40. he inquires what the name of the city was, 


JECT. VI. 


| * which Elizabeth dwelt: and after having obſerved, 
hat ſome commentators ſuppoſe it to have been Hebron, 


he gives the ancient hiſtory of that city, mentions its 
various names, relates what perſons were buried there, 
and even examines whether it was not the burial 
place of Adam. In ſhort his object was to write a 
great deal, in order that his work might appear to be 


very learned, though the author's learning, extended 
no further than to a knowledge of Hebrew: hence 


e was obliged to be-prolix, or his work would, in his - 
wn opinion, have been too ſmall. 
Bengel, in his Marmony 'of the Goſpels, publiſhed 
n 1736, proceeds upon more juſt principles, and main- 
ains that the Evangeliſts did not write merely in 
bronological order. But the chronology, which Ben- 
gel has adopted, is not at all times to be defended, 
nd the arrangement, which he has choſen for the 
— facts is too frequently the reſult of a e 
yſtem. 
In the year following, E. D. Hauber publiſhed, 
"An Harmony of the Evangeliſts, in which the 
ords of the Evangeliſts themſelves, according to the 
erman verſion, are printed in the order which, in 
r. Hauber's opinion, correſponds Nev the time in 
phich eacli tranſaction happened. The Life of 
Jeſus ' Chriſt} taken from the bedr of all the four 
fangeliſts, reduced into a ſmall compaſs, and ac- 
ompanied with a general Introduction to the Harmony 
H the Evangelifts.” 3: * Harmomical Obſervagions.” 
If theſe writings the laſt is the moſt valuable, the two 
armer being of leſs value, on account of the prin- 
ple, which the author had adopted, and from which 
e has never deviated, that the four Goſpels are ab- 
3 ſolute 


x 
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ſolute journals, and never deviate from the order of 
time“. a TH | | 
In the year 1766 Büſching publiſhed the firſt volume 
of an harmony under the title, The four Evangeliſt 
put together in their own words, tranſlated into Ger- 
man, and accompanied with numerous annotations*, 
a work both entertaining and inſtructive, and contain- 
ing 1n particular much valuable geographical informa- 
tion, which throws a light on many paſſages of the lik 
of Chriſt, which were before obſcure. In the arrange- 
ment of the tranſactions Büſching chiefly follows Hau. 
ber: in this reſpe& therefore we are of different 
opinions, yet I have a great deſire to ſee the work 
completed. 7 borye 
In the next year, namely in 1767, Bertling publiſhed: 
New Harmony of the four Eyangeliſts**,” a work found-fl 
ed on principles diametrically oppoſite to thoſe adopted 
by Buſching, a work likewiſe, which ſhews the author 
to have poſſed a conſiderable ſhare of penetration, and 
which deſerves particular attention. As far as genen 
principles go, I perfectly accede to the opinion of thi 
author: but I would not have it underſtood, that | 
agree with him in their application to each particul 
caſe, or in the arrangement of every tranſaction-ꝰ . 
- Whoever is in poſſeſſion of the harmonies written 
by Whiſton, Bengel, Hauber, Büſching, and Bertling 
may in general diſpenſe with the other more volu 
minous harmonies: for in thoſe, which I have hen 
enumerated, he will find the grounds of the different 
opinions advanced by the ſeveral harmoniſts fully er- 
| plained and defended®*. With reſpe& to thoſe writes 
who have not written general harmonies, but hau 
attempted only to reconcile ſingle contradictions, tit 
reader will excuſe me, if I paſs, them over in filence, © 
the enumeration of them would take up too mu 


room for the preſent ſectionns. 


— 
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0 S E C T. vn. 
volume Harmony of the Goſpels, propoſed by the author of this 
ngeliſts 5 Introduction. 


to Ger. | | 

ions“, HE harmony, which T ſhall deliver in this ſection, 

-ontain- is a table of contents to the four Evangeliſts*, 

aforma- which I have drawn up with a view of aſſiſting the 

the lik reader in his examination of the ſeveral tranſactions 

arrange- Wi recorded in the Goſpels and of directing his judge- 

vs Hau WW ment in the various inferences, to which ſuch an ex- : 
different WW amination may give birth. I will firſt however explain. 

ze work WW the principles, upon which this table is formed. 


1. Chronology, and the arrangement of facts accord- 
Ing to the order of time, a matter, which St. Matthew 
and St. Mark at leaſt have wholly diſregarded“, and to 


bliſhedaJ 
k found- 


adopted which the Evangeliſts in general have paid much leſs 
e author attention than is imagined by thoſe, who conſider their 
ion, and Goſpels as journals, is diſcoverable only in ſome few paſ- 
gener ſages of the Goſpels of St. Luke and St. John*. For in- 


n of the ſtance, St. Luke has determined, ch. iu. 1-3. the period 
d, that! at which John the Baptiſt, who was at that time about 
articular thirty years of age, began publicly to preach*. . Again, 
1 from a compariſon of ch. 1. 8. with 1 Chron. xxiv. 10. 
s written ve find that the annunciation of the birth of St. John 
Bertling WM happened in the fourth month of the Jews, which cor- 


Ye: volu-M reſponds nearly to our July 5, conſequently the concep- 

nave ben tion of St. John (which took place ſoon after the return 

e differen of Zacharias from his ſervice in the Temple) in the 

fully er month of Auguſt © : whence ir appears that John was 

oſe writes born in May ?, and Jeſus in October. St. John likewiſe, 

but ball . * N 8 by a 
Mons, U 2 It is true, that according to this mode of reckoning Jeſus was 


filence, 4 


born at a different part of the year from that, in which we celebrate 
too much 


his birth. But our feſtivals were not arranged according to the time, 
in which the ſeveral events intended to be celebrated really happened; 
for they were ſubſtituted in the place of heathen feſtivals, in order to 
anihilate even the traces of heatheniſm. Thus the feſtival call 
Nativitas Invicti was converted into Nativitas Chriſti®, 1 


8 
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by determining the feaſts of the Paſſover, and other Hand 
feaſts, at which Jeſus was preſent in Jeruſalem, has | 
ſome meaſure introduced 33 into his hiſton 
of Chriſt's miniſtry, which may be applied to the 
other Goſpels, becauſe St. John has ſome material fad 
which form ſo many epochs, or points of reckoning, in 


the life of Chriſt, in common with the other Evange. of 
liſts'. See the following Table, Ne. 22. 53. 97. app 
2. But not all the ſingle facts, related by the the fad 
firſt Evangeliſts, can be introduced with certainty eith« the. 
in the intervals determined by the above-mentioned ate 
feaſts of the Paſſover, or in the intervals determined but 
by the three principal points of reckoning juſt men. In 
tioned, becauſe the Evangeliſts follow not always the Wl trac 
order of time. 5 pen 


3. For this reaſon, I would not have the reader fup- WM fon 
poſe, that the ſeveral facts delivered in the following Bil the 
Table are arranged, without exception, according to Bll cep 

the order, in which they really happened: for it i; int 

my intention to give rather a General Index to the of 
Four Goſpels, than to draw up a Chronological Table. Wi be 
In general, I follow St. Matthew, who was eye-witnels to I lat 
the fats which he has recorded, and from whole wh 
arrangement I ſhall not depart, except for particular I per 
reaſons, as in N'. 33-38. "oa 
4. I ſhall not attempt. to determine the time with IM int 
any certainty, except in thoſe caſes, where it is deter. car 
mined by the Evangelifts themſelves ; as, for inſtance, WM mi 
where they ſay, on the evening of the ſame day,” or, ff om 
on the following morning,” or as in Ne. 63, © after /i | 
days, which I do not conſider as a contradiction to the 
St. Luke, who fays, about eight days after.“ It is true WM on 
that in theſe determinations of time the Evangeliſts WW a 
might make miſtakes, if they were not rendered in- pr. 
flallible by divine inſpiration: but of hiſtorians in ge- to 
- neral we. ſuppoſe that their accounts are exact, till we 
have reaſon to believe the contrary, and I know of no 
ſuch reaſon, which takes place in regard to the Evan- 
geliſts. When one Evangeliſt determines the _ 
| 3 an 
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for inſtance, when the one 
unites ſeveral facts in ſuch a- manner, as to ſhew that 


they happened on the ſame day, but the. other ſeparates 
nem in his narrative, I follow the former in preference 
to the latter. 


St. Luke, ch. ix. 51.—xvil. 14. has recorded a ſet 
of fats without any determination of time, and which 
appear to have happened in different years. Theſe 
facts I arrange (N'. 69—83) in the order in which 
they are placed 1 in St. Lake 8 Goſpel, except thoſe, which 
are determined in point of time by other Evangelifts: 
but this order muſt not be conſidered as chronol ogical. 
In ſome of theſe facts, for inſtance, Ne. 69, 77, are 
traces, from which we may perceive, that they hap- 
pened a few months before the death of Chriſt ; but 
ſome of them certainly happened much earlier. It is 
therefore not commendable, that harmoniſts, not ex- 
cepting even the excellent Archbiſhop Uſher, have 
interwoven them in the continued narrative of the life 
of Chriſt, into which they cannot with any propriety 
be introduced. Several volumes of anecdotes of the 
late King of Pruſſia have lately been publiſhed, but 
wholly without ragard to the- order of time. Any 
perſon therefore, who undertook to compole a chro- 
nological journal of the life of the late King, might 
introduce all thoſe anecdotes, of which the time is 
capable of being determined: but thoſe, which ad- 
mit of no determination, he would be * to 
omit. 

6. That I do not deny, there are contnidificr in 
the Goſpels, appears from what I have already written 
on this ſubject: but the greateſt part of them admit of 
a reconciliation, which however I cannot attempt at 
preſent, becauſe it is a ſubject, which err 9 
to the Notes to the New Teſtamént. | 
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Sr. MATTHEW®. |} 


CHAP. 11, 
Sr. MARK. 


2. "2. Genealogy of Chriſt, 
I. 1- m7: 


gn” 


* dream, 1. 18- 
24+ 1: 


* = 


— * 
3 


8. Birth of Chriſt, I. 25. 


a 
; 


11. 3 nee and wor- 


ſhipped by the wiſe men: 


flight into Egypt, and 

return: maſſacre of the 
children of Bethlehem, 
Ch. II. 1-23. 
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Sr. LUKE. 


1. Preface, I. 1-4. 


L 
* 


III. 23-38. 


3. Birth of John, I. 5 
25. 

4. Birth of Chriſt an- 
nounced to Mary, I. 
28 1 


G 


| 


4 


—— : — 


1 
Sr. JOHN. 


FE none 


5. Mary's vifit to Eliza- 


beth, I. 39-55s 


b 


— 


7. Birth of 


John, I. 56- | 


80. 
II. 1-20. : 
9. Circumcifion of Chriſt, p - 
II. 21. a ö 
10. Preſentation of Chriſt 255 1 
in the temple, II. 22- | 
8 | | 
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I. 9-11. 
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* 
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13. John preaches, III. 1- 


12. 


14. Chriſt baptized, III. 


13-17. 
15. Chriſt tempted, IV. 


— 


111. 
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8. LUKE. | | ST. JOHN, 


12. Education of Chriſt, 
and remarkable hiſtory 
of him in his twelfth 
year, at the feaſt of the 
paſſover II. 41-52. 


— | Went Seine ————— 


III. I-20. 


— 


III. 21-23. 


— —ę— 


| IV. 1-12. 


16. Remarkable addition 
made by this Evange- 
liſt, relative to the teſ- 
timonies in favour of 
Chriſt, by which he ob- 
tained his firſt diſciples, 
who ſoon increaſed in 
numbers, I. 15- 32. 


3 _ 


17—20. o. Hiſtory of Chrift 
before the Impriſenment 
of John, | 


| 17. Chriſt returns to Gali- 
lee, and changes water 
into wine at Cana, II. 
112. 3 
18. Goes to 1 at 
the feaſt of the paſſover, 
and drives the ſellers 
out of the temple, II. 
| I 3-22. 


CHAP. 11, 


ST. MARK. 
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ST. LUKE. Sr. JOHN. 

19. Gives Nicodemus, who 
viſits him by night, more 
complete information of 
his doctrine, II. 23.— 
III. 2 | 

20. Remains in Judæa: 
additional teſtimony of 
John the Baptiſt con- 
cerning him, III. 22 


36. 


21. Returns (after the im- 
priſonment of John) 
through Samaria to Ga- 
lilee: converſation with 

the woman of Samaria: 

many Samaritans be- 
lieve in him, IV. 1-42. 


. IV. 435 4. 


8 —— 


» 


23. Remarkable addition 
of a ſecond miracle at 
Cana, by which the ab- 
ſent ſon of a man of 

rank is at once reſtored 

to health, IV. 45-54. 
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Sr. MATTHEW. 


K. MARK. 


2 30 don of a ; fingle day, and that a Sabbath. 


| 25. Chriſt reaches 1n the 


ſynagogue at Caper- 
naum, and heals a de- 
moniac, I. 21-28. 
26, Chrift aſcends a moun- 
| tain, paſſes the night in 
prayer, and then chooſes 
- hisapoſtles, III. 13-19, 


27. Pony 2 a d. 
courſe, in which he 
condemns the morality 


of the Phariſees, and 


oppoſes to it à better 
morality, which he com- 

miſſions his apoſtles to 
teach, IV. 23. V. NE 
VIL 


— 


28. Cleanſe aleper VIII. 
: ”_ 
29. Heals the ſervant a a 


eee fra 225 3 


— 
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24. Chriſt teaches in the 
ſynagogue at Nazareth, 
IV. 15-30 *. | 


K * 3 


* 


25— 32. Hiſtory of a ſingle day, and that a Sabbath. 


4 


| 4 
IV. 31-37. 


VI. 12-16. 


VI. 17.4% „ 


V. 12-16. 


VII. rb. 


* In point of chronology, this does not belong to the preſent place, 
not even according to St. Luke: but I place it here, becauſe St. Luke 
tas introduced it immediately after the preceding hiſtory, Perhaps it 
belongs to No. 50, though I have not placed it there, becauſe it does 


not exactly agree with the accounts quoted in that article from St. 
Matthew and St. Mark, 8 


f . 
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Sr. MATTHEW. 


30. Reſtores Peter's mo- 
ther in law, and, after 
the ſabbath was ended. 


ſeveral ' other ſick per- 


Sr. MARK. 


I. 29-34. 


ſons, VIII. 14-17. | 


— 


The wy immediately following the preceding Sabbath, 


*. 


Chriſt departs from 
Capernaum, I. 35-39. 


3375 e hiſtory of a ſingle day, which was 


„ ͤ—ü—U—U— — 


likewiſe a Sabbath. 


33. Chriſt defends his diſ- 


ciples, who plucked ears 
of corn on the ſabbath, 
XII. 1-8. 

34. Cures a withered hand; 
I. 9-21. 


35. Drives out a devil, 1 


and is accuſed of doing 


it by the aſſiſtance of 
Beelzebub, the prince 
of the devils. His an- 


ſwer, XII. 22-50. 


II. 23-28. 
III. | I-1 2. 


| III. 20-35. 
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Sr. LUKE. 


IV. 38-41. 
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: 


ST. JOHN. 


— * — 


IV. 42-44. 


The day immediately following the preceding Sabbath. 


32. Reſtores to life the 
young man at Nain, 


VII. 11-17. 
32*, Peter's copious draft 


in reſpe& to the time 
when it happened, V. 


111. 


— —UU—ͤä̃ 


3337. Another hiſtory of a angle * which was 


of fiſhes; of which no | 
traces Are diſcoverable | 


likewiſe a Sabbath. 


Wr 
VI. 6-11. 


— „% v0; ie 2, „ 2 


| þ x1. a VII 19-67. 


Vol. III. 


— 


Tu 


ST. MATTHEW. 


' 


37. Preaches in parables, 

XIII. 1-53. 

38. Chriſt endeavours to 
retire from the multi- 
tude, and ſails to the 


Genneſaret. Account 

of one, who offers him- 
ſelf to be a diſciple of 
Chriſt, and of another 
who requeſts permiſſion 
to remain with his fa- 
ther, till his death, 
VIH. 18-27. 


TY 
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CHAP, I. 
ST. MARK. 


SEC' 


other ſide of the lake | 


IV. I-34. 


— 


VIII 


— 


39. Drives out a devil, 
who calls himſelf Le- 
gion, VIII. 28-34. 

40. Heals a lame man, 
IX. 1-8. > 


ed 7 


Levi: dines with tax- 
gatherers, IX. 9-1. 


42. Heals a woman afflic- | 


ted with an hemorrage, 


and reſtores the daugh- | 


ter of Jairus, who was 
ſuppoſed to be 


41. Calls Matthew, and | 


dead, | 
99 | 


—_— 18-26. 0 


2 — — 


—— 


* 


2 IV. 35-41 . 


77 


X. 4 20. 


— . my — 


Ns 21. II. 1-12. VI 


— 


— 


II. 13-22. 


— 1 


II. 


— 
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SGW.r. JOHN. 


Sr. LUKE. 
36. Dines with a Phariſee: 


XI. 37. XII. 12. 


— — — ͥ — — p ————.l.'...— 


— 


VIII. 22-25. IX. 57-62. 


-—— JH 39. 


—— 


VIII. 40. V. 17-26. 


E 


converſation at table, - 


VIII. 40-56. 


— 


I 
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Sr. MATTHEW. 


| 43: Reftores two blind 
to ſight, IX. 27-31. 


44. Reſtores a dumb man 
to his ſpeech, IX. 32- 
4 + 
45. Sends out his twelve 
Apoſtles, IX. 33.-XI. 

I. 


— — 


46. Anſwers John, who 
inquires of him, whe- 
ther he is the Meſſiah, 
XI. 2-19. 


__—— 


47. Curſes the cities, in 
which he had performed 
the greateſt part of his 
miracles, XI. 20-30. 


— 


* 


Sr. MARK. 


8E 


L 


— 


— 
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IX. 1-6. and (but at a 
later period) the ſeventy 
diſciples, X. 1-24*. 


— CC 


VII. 18-35. 


is e 
— * — 2 — — 
— ps 


— — — ———— ; 
48. Is anointed by a wo- 
man, who had led a 

puanful life, VII. 35-50. 
49. Account of thoſe who 
miniſtered to Chriſt, on 

his travels, VIII. 1-3. 


— 


I pkce the ſending out of the ſeventy diſciples in the fame 
Irticle, with that of the twelve Apoſtles, merely becauſe the two 
acts reſemble each other, for we have no knowledge of the preciſe 
eriod, in which the former event happened. The Evangelifts them- 
des have often adopted a fimilar plan. | 


/ 
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sr. MATTHEW. 


50. Chriſt comes to Na- 


Zareth, where he is 
diſreſpectfully treated, 


XIII. 54-58. 


2 


81. Hot, who had be- 


headed John, is doubt= | 


ful, what he ſhould be- 


lieve of Chrift, XIV. 


3 


— 


U 


a. — 


52 F we thouſand men 
fed with five loaves and 
two fiſhes, XIV. 14-36. 


54. Diſcourſes on waſhing 
of hands, clean and un- 


clean meats, and other 


Jewiſh doctrines, XV. 


_ 1-20. 


55. Chriſt heals the daugh- 
ter of a Canaanite wo- 
man, XV. 21-28, 


6 
* 


13 


Sr. MAR. 


VI. 1-6. 


FECT 


Per 


ECT, VI 1. Harmony of the Four Goſpels. of 
ST. LUKE. Sr. JOHN. 


Perhaps, Ch. IV. 15-30, 
which I placed N'. 24, 
belongs to this article, | 
and contains the ſame 
hiſtory, but differently 
related. 


4 —_—_— _ 


— 
— 


4 1 18 


IX. 7-9. 


* 


52. Account of ſeveral 

remarkable tranſactions 
and diſcourſes at a great 
feſtival in Jeruſalem, _ 
omitted by the other 
Evangelifts, Ch. V. en- 
tire. | 


1 — —— 
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IX. 10-17. VI. entire. 
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56 
Sr. MATTHEW. 


56. Performs ſeveral mira- 
cles, XV. 29-31. 
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Sr. MARK. 


VII. 31 37. 


57. Feeds four thouſand 


men with ſeven loaves, 


and a few {mall filhes, 
XV. 32-39. 


58. Anſwers thoſe who | 


require a fign from 
heaven, XVI. 1-4. 
59. Commands his diſci- 
ples to beware of the 
leaven of the Phariſees, 
which command they 
miſunderſtand, XVI. 
| 5-12. | | ts 


9 


6 
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61. Aſks his diſciples, 
whom they. ſuppoſe him 
to be, Peter anſwers 


that he is the Meffiah, |. 


which Jeſus confirms, 
XVI. 13-20. 


62. 


63. Is transfigured on a | 
lofty mountain beyond |. . 
the Jordan, XVII. 1 


| 60. Reſtores a blind man 


Fos delle his death on 
_ the croſs, XVI. 21-28. SY 


vp % 4 
—_C Ai 


f nl 


** 


XIII. as. 


VIII. 1-13. 


VIII. 14-21. 
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to ſight, VIII. 22-26. 
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Vi. 29530. - 


VIII. z r-IX. 1. 
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IX. 18-1. 


IX. 21-27. 
* 28-36. 
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sr. MATTHEW. 


64. Cures a lunatic, XVII. 
1421. 


— 


— 


65. Again foretells his 


approaching ſufferings, 


XVII. 22, 23. 


66. Pays the half ſhekel 


as tribute for the ſervice 


of the temple, XVII. 


24-27. 


67. His diſcourfes occa- | 
ſioned by the diſpute, | 


who was the greateſt in 


the kingdom of heaven, 


III. 120. | 


68. Anſwers Peter's queſ- 
tion, how often we 


muſt forgive, XVIII. 


21-35. 
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| Sr. MARK. 
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IX. 14-29. 
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Sr. LUKE. {1 Sx: JOHN. 


69—83. Single ſcattered accounts recorded only by 
St. Luke, ſome of which belong to the three or four 
laſt months of the life of Chriſt, others to an earlier 
period, and which are not arranged according to the 
order of time, | 


69. Chriſt is refuſed the | 
offices of hoſpitality by | 
the Samaritans, I 2 1 
56. | [ 

70. Anſwers the queſtion, | 
Who is our neighbour? 
X. 25-37. 

71. Viſits Martha a ſecond 
time: his diſcourſe rela- 
tive to her too anxious 
preparations for table, 
X. 38-42. C 

72. Teaches his diſciples | 
to pray, XI. 1-13. | 

73- Diſcourſes occaſioned | 
by the requeſt, which a 

_ perſon preſent had made 
to Chriſt, that he would 
command his brother | . 
to divide with him his | 
inheritance, XII. 13-] 

4 Diſcourſes occaſioned | 
by Pilate's having put 
to death ſeveral Galile- ] 
ans, and offered their 

blood in facrifice, XIII. 

1-9. | 8 


/ 
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Sr. MATTHEW. {| Sr. MARK. 


— 


II. 


SH ALUKE. 


. Chriſt cures on the | 
ſabbath day an infirm | 


woman, who was unable 
to walk upright, XIII. 
10-22. 


76. Anſwers the Si, 


whether few or many 
will be ſaved, XIII. 23 


8 
1. Replies to thoſe, Who | 


defire him to retire, be- 


cauſe Herod fought to | 


put him to death, XIII. 
31-38. 


on the ſabbath day. 


His actions and dil- | 
courſes on that occaſion, | 


XIV. entire. 


79. Dines with publicans, 
and juſtifies his conduct | 


to thoſe, who cenſure 
him. Acceptation of the 


__ Gentiles; XV. entire. 
8. On this occaſion he | 
inſtructs his diſciples 1n | 

the true uſe of riches, | 


and defends his doctrine 
againſt the Phariſees who 
ridicule it, XVI. entire. 


81, His diſcourſe on the 


extraordinary effects of 
faith, XVII. g 11. 

8. Heals-ten- lepers, of 
whom the Samaritan 
alone returned thanks, 


XVII. 1119. 


| 


* 


| 


. 
78. Dines with a Pharifee ö 


— 
I 
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Sr. JOHN. 


go 


64 : Hanes of the Fo our Go 7 
Sr. MATTHEW. | 


CHAP. II. 


relative to divorces, 
XIX. 1-12. | 


into his arms and bleſſes 
them: and on this oc- 


caſion reproves his diſ- 


ciples, XIX. 1 2 5. 


— 


86. Anſwers a gk young 
man, who aſked him 


bow he ſhould obtain | 


eternal life. Chriſt's 
important diſcourſe on 


this occaſion with his 


diſciples, XIX. 16-XX. 


16. 


— — 


87. Diſcourſes again on 


his approaching death, ht 


17-19. 


88. The mother of the | - 
ſons of Zebedee requeſts | - 
for them the firſt rank | - 
in the kingdom of hea- | 
ven. Chriſt's anſwer, | 


XX. 20-28. 


84. Anſwers the queſtion | 


8 5. Takes little cls 


— Wu — —— 


„ 


SECT 


„ vL 


Sr. LUKE. 


— 


CC 


XVIII. 15-17. 


* 


XVIII. 18-30. 


— 


. 


XVIII. 1 | 
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EE is 


83. Anſwers the queſtion, | 
When the kingdom of 
God ſhould come, 
XVII. 20-XVIIL. 14. 


Sr. JOHN. 
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Vov. III. 


66 © Harmony of tie Four Goſpels. 
Sr. MATTHEW. | 


CR 


93. Reftores two blind 
men to ſight, XX. 29- 
_ 


Se. MARK; 


CHAP. 11, 


i 
4 
1 3 * 
| 
1 - * * uo 4 we 
* _ - 
Fg 
A \ 
X. 46-52. 


SECT. VII. 


Sr. LUKE. 


09 —92. 


XVIII. 35-43. 


94. Viſits Zaccheus, # 4» Wh 


110. 


ͤ—ü—ü— 


— 


— 


95. Deſcribes in a parable 


Harmony of the Four Goſpels. 


67 
| by ST- JOHN. 


Supplement of ſeveral events and diſcourſes, 
omitted by the three firſt Evangeliſts, which took 
place eſpecially at Jeruſalem, and which belong to 
the Py between Ns. 53.1 wn No. 88. 


39% Chriſt's actions and 
diſcourſes at Jeruſalem, 
at a feaſt of tabernacles, 
VII. 1-X. 21 
Diſcourſes at Jeruſa- 
lem, at the feſtival of 
the dedication of the 

temple, X. 22-42. 

91. Chriſt raiſes Lazarus 
from the dead, XI. 1 
52. > 

92. Returns to Ephraim, 
XI. 54-57. 


90. 


_ 


the Jews, who rejected | . 


bim, XIX. 11-27. 


— 


L 


68 
Sr. MATTHEW, 
96. Chriſt is anointed at 


Bethany by Mary: he 
defends this action 


againſt the unjuſt cen- 
ſure of his diſciples, 


particularly of Judas 
Iſcariot, who forms the 
eſolution to betray him, 
XXVI. 6-13. 


Harmony of the Four Goſpels, HAP. 1, E 


ST. MARK. 


97. Chriſt's entry into Je- 


ruſalem, XXI. 1-11. + 


98. He goes, as Lord, | 
into the temple, and 


again drives out the ſel- 


lers: he curſes a fig tree, 


XXI. 12-22. 


— 


2 


XI. 11-26. 


* Anſwers the queſtion, 
by what power he does 
this, XXI. 23-46. 


2 


100. Parable of the neg- 


lected feſtival of a 
king, XXII. 1-14. 


101. Anſwer to the queſ- 


tion relative to tribute- 


money, XXII. 15-21. 


— 


102. Anſwers to the ob- 
jection made by the 


Sadducees to the re- 


ſurrection of the dead, 
XXII. 22-33. 


— —_— \ 


ny 


XI. 2)-XII. 12. 
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ST. LUKE. Sr. JOHN, 
| On XII. 116. 
| XIX. 28-44. XII. 9-19. 
| . I hy * — — 
| 
| 
XIX. 45-48. 
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A XX. 1-19. 
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XX. 20-26. 
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: XX. 27-40. au 
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70 | 
Sr. MATTHEW. 


103. Anſwer to the queſ- 
tion, Which 1s the 
great commandment 


of the law? XXII. 34 
"39 | 


104. The queſtion pro- 
poſed, Whoſe ſon the 
Meſſiah is? XXII. 40 


40. 


10 5. Difau rſe ES the 
_ Phariſees, XXIII. en- 


tire, 


107. Prophecy of the de- 


ſtruction of Jeruſalem, 
XXIV. entire. 


Lad 


108. Addition to the pre- 
ceding prophecy, found 


only in the Goſpel of | 


St. Matthew, XXV. 
130. a 


Harmony of the Four Goſpels. . 


CHAP. 11, 
Sr. MARK. 


XII. 28-34. 


109 Chriſt anſwers” the 
queſtion relative to the 
laſt judgement, XXV. 


30-46. 


XII. 35-38... 


— 39, 40. 


— — — 


106. Small alms offering 
of a widow. com- 
mended, XII. 41-44. 


— 


* 


XIII. entire. 


— W 
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Sr. LUKE: Sr. JOHN. 


XX. 


41-43. 


XX. 44-47. | 
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Sr. MATTHEW. Sr. MARK. 


110. After the preceding 
diſcourſes were ended, 
he again foretells his 

approaching death, 

XXVI. 2. | 


* 


113. Judas Iſcariot pro- 
mies to betray Chriſt, 
and receives thirty | 
pieces of ſilver, XXVI. 
3-5. 14-16. 

e ee k 


— > va — | =o — 


1 


114. Preparation for the 
feaſt of the paſſover, 


XXVI. 17-19. XIV. 12.16. 


——_ 
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ST. LUKE. Sr. JOHN. 


. Il, 


111. Of the Greeks who 
wiſhed to ice Jeſus: 
Chriſt's diſcourſe on 
this occaſion, and the 
„ anſwer from heaven, 
F 


112. Diſcourſe on, the in- 


— 


| fidelity of the Jews, 

| after the performance 

| of ſo many miracles, 
XII. 37-30. 


4 — 
2 


— * * - N —_———— 4 ve * 


XXII. 1-5. N 


1— 
* 


XXII. 6-13. E. XIII. 1. 


115. Chriſt, before he eats 
{ © the feaſt of the paſſ- 
| over, waſhes the feet 
of his diſciples, XIII. 


I-20, 


Sr. MATTHEW. 


116. He fits down to ta- 
ble, and ſpeaks of his 


2 6. 


* 


Supper, XXV. — 


_ „„ 


121. Chriſt goes into the 
garden of Gethſemane, 


that he would deny 


= . betrayer, XXVI. 20 | 


74 Harmony of the Four, Goſpels... 


XIV. 


17-21. 


.CHAP, II. 


ST. MARK. 


N. a the Holy 


and foretells to Peter, 


him, XXVI. 30-35. 


yo ' TP "of at { _ 
x : ——_ 


——— 


1 


S bo 


XIV. 26- 31. 


SEC 


11. 


12 


SECT: VII. 


Sr LUKE; 


XXII. i 


. 


tles the cup. of the 
paſſover: his diſcourſe 


on that oecaſion, XXII. 


1818. 


W 95 20. _ 


After ſupper, be 
ſpeaks again of his 


betrayer, XXII. 21- 
E 


119, 


120. Another diſpute 


among the Apoſtles, 
who ſhould. be the 
greateſt in the king- 
dom of. God, XXII. 


2431. 


117. Preſents to his Ae 


Harmony F the Four Goſpels, 


122. His diſcourſe on the 


75 
Sr. JOHN. 


XIII. 21-30. 


way, XIII. 31-XVIL 
-; 


—_ 


i! 15 Harmony of the Four Goſpels, chAp. 1.3, 
bs r. MATTHEW. | Sr. MARK. 
ö 123. Prayer that the cup 
1 might be removed 
| | from him, XXVI. 36 XIV. 32-42. 
1 48. 
"ff _ gu — cn = 
* 124. Z 
* cuſtody, XXVI. 47-4 XIV. 43-52. 
"bi — Oc — 5 
125. Brought before the 5 
Wi Sanhedrim, and con- 20 
"it demned: is denied by 
Wl Peter, XXVI. 57-75. XIV. 53-72. 
126, -Chriſt is led before 2885 5 
, Pilae. Judas hangs 
himſelf, XXVII. 1-] 1880 
10. . RV. 1. 
127. Chriſt i is aan be- : | ll 
fore Pilate, XX VIII. | 
11-23. IXV. 2-14. 
128. Is condemned to 4 6 N: | T5 
death, XXVII. 24- XV. Ho 
IT. | 
129. And crucified, | 
XXVII. 32-38. XV. 21-28. 
— = \ Bb | ö 2 = | Y 8 
130. Is reviled on the | . | a 
croſs, XXVII. 39-49. | XV. 29-37. 
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P. 


XXII. 39-46. 


8 XXII. 47-53. XVIII. 1-12. 
XXII. . XVIIL 19-28. 
XXIII. 1. 
XXIII. 2-22. XVIIL 29. XIX. 12. 


| XXIII. 23-25. A 


* 


Dim ze „„ © XIX; 19496 


XXIII. 36-46. 


al n 
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78 | Harmony of the Four Goſpels. CA. I] 
Sr. MATTHEW. ST. MARK. 
| | 


—— 4 


132. Extraordinary events 
at the death of Chriſt, 


XXVII. 30-54. XV. 38-41. 


134. Burial of Chriſt, | 
XXVII. 55-61. | XV. 42-47. 


— 


13 ; of Appointment of=n 
guard at his ſepulchre, | * 
XXVII. 62-67. | 


— * 2 — 


136. The women purchaſe 
ſpices, to embalm the 
body of Chriſt*, XVI. 


1 - — > 1 — 
; 2 es 8 0 , — 


7 


® This account, which is given only by the two Evangeliſts, who 
were not eye-witneſles, is liable to ſome objections. See my Hiſtory 
of the Reſurrection. 1 


— — 


chaſe 
mn the 
XVI. 
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Sr. LUKE. 


XXIII. 47-49. 


XXIII. 50-56. 


— 


| 


ST. JOHN. - 


131. Supplement of ſeve- 
ral facts not recorded 
by the other Evange- 
liſts, XIX. 26-30. 


2 


133. Chriſt, on examina- 
tion of the crucified, 
is found to be already 
dead: and is moreover 
Pierced in the fide 

with a ſpear, XIX. 
23 | 


. 38-42. 


80 Harmony of the Four Goſpels. CHAP, 11, 


; Ee 
Sr. MATTHEW. Sr. MARK. 
137. Reſurrection of | 
Chriſt, and the firſt. 
accounts of it, which 
are brought by the 
women, XXVIII. 1- 
11 4 XVI. 2-8. 
138. Further accounts of 
it brought by Mary 
Magdalene, who - ſees 
p Chriſt alone, and is 
| commanded to report 
it to the Apoftles, 
b &V+; 0, 10, 11; 


139 The guards bring | 
the account to the 
chief prieſts, and are 
bribed to ſay that the 
diſciples had ſtolen 
the body, XXVIII. | 


11-15. 3 5 


14 
N 


140. Chriſt ſhews himſelf 
alive to the two diſci- 
ples, who were going 
to Emmaus, XVI. 12, 


EN: 


- | 141. Chriſt ſhews himſelf 
to ten Apoſtles, and 
to ſeveral diſciples, 
who were with them, 


XVI. 14-18. 


y” PIETRO _ 2 _- * 6 — 
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144. Chriſt ſhews him 


in Galilee to all his 


diſciples, on a moun- 


tain, where Chriſt had 
appointed them, 
XXVIII. 16-20. 


ſelf 


| 


d 


Sr. MARK. 
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Sr. LUKE. 
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Sr. JOHN. 


142. Eight days after, he 
ſhews himſelf to the 
eleven Apoſtes, Tho- 
mas likewiſe being 
then preſent, XX. 24 


31. 


143. Chriſt ſhews himſelf 
to two diſciples and 
five Apoſtles, at the 
ſea of Tiberias. Re- 
markable diſcourſe 
with Peter and John, 

XXI. entire. 


＋ 2 43 


% 


T very actively es days in the Life d 4 


juſt commenced, Jeſus goes into a ſynagogue at Cat 


Harmony of the Four _—_ _ eHAP.11 


8! E e THE 


0 two very actively employed ſabbaths in the Life i be . 


Chrift, -which are of importance in ſettling the harmony i 
the gels. | 


Chriſt, -and both of them ſabbath days, deſer 
particular notice, becauſe they have occaſioned th 
383 difficulty in arranging the Goſpel hiſtory ac 
cording to the order: of time. If we attend to the 
expreſs determinations of time, which have been give 


by one or more of the Evangeliſts, and their account 5 . 
are perfectly accurate, we muſt conclude that til 28 


ſeveral facts arranged No. 25—30, happened in one daj 
as alſo- thoſe, Which are arranged under Ne. 33—3 
To aſſiſt the memory, I will give names to thoſe day 
and call the one 1he day of the ſermon on the mouit 
and the other The day of the ſermon in parables*. I 
events, which took place on theſe two days have bet 
ſeparated, and recorded ſome in one place, ſome | 
another: an arrangement, which, though we cannt 
call it erroneous, .as the Evangeliſts. did not engage 
write a journal, has influence on our determination 
the period of ſome other events. It is however n 
impoſlible, that the actions of theſe two days, wi PPen 
are very ſimilar to each other, have been confounde 
that what belongs to the one has been referred to i 
other, and conſequently that there is not only and 
parent, but even a real contradiction in point of t 
between St. Matthew and the other Evangeliſts. 
1 will firſt examine the day of the ſermon on 
mount, No. 25—30. Its hiſtory is briefly as folloi 
On the eve of a ſabbath day, when the fabbath ' 


naum, delivers a diſcourſe of the ſame import Kumf 
that on the mount?, and cures a demoniac : he ti 
departs out of the city, and goes up into a mo 

W 


d 


% 


ECT. VIII. Harmony of the Four Goſpel. . 


here he paſſes the whole night in prayer; on the 
allowing morning he chooſes his Apoſtles, and delivers 
diſcourſe called the ſermon on the mount, in which 
ze teaches: them the morality which they were to 
ollow, a morality directly oppoſite to that of the Pha- 
iſees: he then enters again into Capernaum, cures a 
per, the ſervant of a centurion, the mother in law 
f St. Peter, and when the ſun was ſet, and the ſabbath 
herefore ended, ſeveral other ſick perſons which were 
rrought to him, and then leaves Capernaum. The 
eaſons, why I believe that all theſe events happened in 
ie ſame day, are the following. 
1. The cure of the demoniac, Mark i. 21—28. Take 
. 31—37. and of St. Peter's mother in law, happened 
n — ſame day, as appears from Mark i. 29. Luke 
3 
2. The election of the twelve Apoſtles took place on 
he morning of that day, on which the ſermon on the 
ount was delivered. See Luke vi. 12—17. 
3. That the ſermon on the mount recorded by st. 
uke is no other than that recorded by St, Matthew, 
ppears from the events which immediately follow it, 
both Evangeliſts relate that Jeſus, after the ſermon was 
nded, went into Capernaum, and healed the ſervant 
f a centurion, a cure attended with ſuch remarkable 
rcumftances, that I can hardly ſuppoſe. it to have 
appened twice, and that too in the ſame city. 
4. The cure of the leper, according to St. Matthew's 
count, muſt have happened between the ſermon on 
e mount and the cure of the centurion's ſervant, when 
clus was juſt returned into Capernaum. St. Mark nd 
t. Luke relate this fact on a totally different DS ion, 
cauſe they were unacquainted with the time, and 
. Luke even with the place”, in which it happened. 
be whole account is too circumſtantial to admit the 
poſition, that the fame cure, with all its concomitant 
ſeumnſtagees, took place: more than once, | | 
5 It 


ie if 
201) 


Ife 0 
leſerv: 
ed the 
Iry ac. 
to tht 
n give 
Counts 
nat tht 
ne day 
3 31 
1 day 
mount” 
2 Thi 
ve ber 
ſome | 
> Cannl 
1gAge | 
nation 
ever I 
8, whit 
founde 
d toll 
ly an 4 
| of tl 
6 

n on 
is follol 
zbath 4 
at Capt 
port * 


2 he tl 
Þ FR 1 7g 1% reren 7 2g ran eoAgan, Ch, v. TY 


mount? 
© M0 e wk 


But there is one circumſtance, in which the thit 


1 
2 
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5. Tt is evident from St. Matthew's relation, that te r 
cure of St. Peter's mother in law happened on the ſam is re 
day, as the two juſt mentioned miracle. the 
6. The circumſtance mentioned by all three Evang. wen 
liſts, that ſeveral fick perſons were brought in the even lage. 
ing, and after fun ſet, to the houſe where Jeſus wa, 11. 
is a proof that the day in queſtion was a ſabbath d be r 
For the Jews, on account of their over-ſtri&t obſer . tanc 
ance of the ſabbath, would not permit any cure to rath: 
be exerciſed on that day: but as ſoon as the ſun u the f 
ſet, the ſabbath was ended, and then they could briꝶ very 
their ſick without ſcruple to the houſe where Jeſus waWicrip! 
and likewiſe St. Peter's mother in law could prepare fu but 
him a repaſt. | = this « 
7. That Jeſus immediately afterwards left Cape ploye 
naum, is evident from the accounts of all the th TI 
Evangelifts. T9 3 replet 
The ſeveral events, which happened on this dayſ#he c 
St. Luke, as appears from the preceding Table, has r:]Wvithd 
corded in different places, becauſe he was unacquaintelWihe 
with the time, in which they really happened. Wi» all 


cannot therefore ſay that St. Luke was miftaken, for Md e 
has left the time undetermined; yet his ſeparation 
the ſeveral facts, which happened on the ſame dy 
is attended with this conſequence, that he has relate 
one and. the ſame fact, the departure of Chriſt fronſp#e-w! 
Capernaum, on two different occaſions, namely ch. i 
42. after the cure of the ſick perſons, who were broug oe 
to him at the cloſe of the ſabbath, and again ch. vi. 11 
after the cure of the centurion's ſervant. 


Evangeliſts are ſo at variance, that they are hardly! 
be reconciled with each other. Whoever reads the a0 


count given by St, Matthew, ch. viii. 18—27. mu nultit 


conclude that Jeſus, on quitting Capernaum, immed | 
ately crofled the ſea, where he calmed the tempeſt. Wage 
is true that ver. 18. contains no expreſs determinatiff 
of time: yet every reader will naturally ſuppoſe, that 


K ploy 
is connected with che Preceding verſes, and that wi 


/ 
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t tes related v. 18—27, immediately followed that which 
fame is recorded v. 16, 17. The two other Evangeliſts, on 

the contrary, relate that Jeſus, on quitting Capernaum, 
ang: went, not to the fea, fide, but into the towns and vil- 
even lages of Galilee: and according to St. Luke, ch. vii. 
wa 11. be entered on the following day into Nain, where 
he reſtored a young man to life. I own that the dif- 
tance between the two cities makes this laſt account 


ire U rather improbable : and the words tu vn «ns, on which 


in uche ſuppoſition that Chriſt's entry into Nain was on the 

in very next day, are at leaſt dubious, for many manu- 
ſcripts have en To «ns, that is, not on the day following, 
but on a time following. Before however I examine 
this difaculty, I muſt proceed to the other activehyj em- 
ployed ſabbath. og; 4 ys 

This is the day of the ſermon in parables, a day 
replete with diſcourſes and events, and on which, as on 
the day of the ſermon on the mount, Chriſt at laſt 
withdraws himſelf from the preſſure of the multitude. - 
The two firſt numbers, Ne. 33, 34, follow each other 


15 Wa, 
are fo 


C ape. 


e thre 


1s day, 
has re: 


vant 4 be: 
| Mia all three Evangeliſts: they fall hkewiſe on a ſabbath, 
| for Mend on the ſame ſabbath, for they cannot poſſibly be 


leparated. The third number, Ne. 353, St. Matthew 


ation 0 

ne daſWnites by the word Tore, ch. xii. 22. with the preceding 
relate N'. 34-3 but the two other Evangeliſts, who were not 
iſt frohe-witneſſes, ſeparate it, and introduce it in another 
y ch. Mt, though without any determination of time. This 
brouelfowever is the only portion of the hiſtory in queſtion, 


ich could be ſeparated from the reſt, and referred to 
he next day, in which caſe Ne. 3337. would contain 
be hiſtory, of two days?. 11122 151 88 10 
To return to Ne. 35. On the ſame day, on which 
eſus had caſt out a devil, and the thronging of the 
nultitude had allowed him not ſufficient time to eat“, 


. VII. 10 


he thre 
hardly 
s the 0 


. mo 
CASE Phariſee invites him? to dinner. But if Jeſus was ſo 
pet. gaged on this day, that he had not had time to eat, 
-minatio'® might almoſt conclude, that he was likewiſe buſily 
ſe, tha N aployed the evening before, a circumſtance favourable 
that wi e > Ciba A 20 e to 


' Mark fil, 20. Lake xl. 37. 
| 14 
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* Apienty I take in the literal ſenſe of the word, and un- 


ſo many events afterwards happened on this very da]. 


the houſe ch. xii. 1., but likewiſe the ſermon in pars 


'Ty nwtpx., St. Mark likewiſe unites theſe events, though 
he has not ſo expreſſly determined the day. 


When he was arrived at Capernaum, and the ſabbad 


preſſes it, ch. vi. 6. & erepw αον eονh in oppoſition 1 


to the opinion, that 5 Ne, 34, 35 36, hang together 
derſtand it of dinner (at ten in the morning) ꝰ, becauſe 


For not only the long diſcourſe recorded by St. Luke, 
ch. xi. xii., and the aſſembling of the multitude before 


bles N'. 37. certainly took place on the ſame day, 
that Jeſus had caſt out the devil, and had been ſought 
by his mother, for Matth. xiii. 1. begins with e tu 


The hiſtory of the day of the ſermon in parables: 
therefore the following. On Friday afternoon, when, 
according to the tenets of the Jews, the ſabbath com. 
mences, that is, as St. Luke expreſſes it, ce Sατνν fin 
gorpwry**, Jeſus goes with his diſciples from the county 
into the city of Capernaum: and the diſciples being 
hungry on the way, they pluck out ears of corn, whichWnela 
is cenſured by the Phariſees, but juſtified by ' Jeſus 


day itſelf had actually commenced, or as St. Luke er: 


-oabbary deuregorrwry, he entered into the ſynagogus 


where there was a man, whoſe right hand was wither Wl A 
Here the ſcribes and Phariſees endeavoured to enſnar{befo 
him, by propoſing to him the queſtion, whether it wi but 
lawful to perform cures on the ſabbath day: intendingWot t. 
if he anſwered in the negative, to accuſe him of beinfthat 
an impoſtor and unable to perform miracles withoug fupp 
pre-concerted meaſures with the fick; and, if he or en 
ſwered in the affirmative, to charge him with a violation realc 
of the ſabbath. Jeſus in a very extraordinary manne Eva. 
evaded their artifices, and reftored the fick man withooſh on 
any one's being able to accuſe. him of a breach of ti Luk 
ſabbath . A dumb and blind demoniac is then brougi cum 
to him, probably on the following morning, the ſabbaſſſ hard 
ſtill continuing; be cures the demoniac and is accuſe i accu 


by ſome of the Phariſees of driving out devils by t! 
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ther“. 
1d un. 
ecauſe 


y day. 
Luke, 


aſſiſtance of Beelzebul*?, while others require a ſign 
om heaven, as a proof of the authority by which he 
acted. To each he gives a proper anſwer. In the 
ean time his mother and his brethren ſeek for him, 
ith a deſign of conducting him home, as to a place of 


before ſecurity, not becauſe they ſuppoſed he ſtood in connection 
pan: Nuith evil ſpirits, but becauſe they apprehended he had loſt | 
e day, his underſtanding; but Jeſus, who is ſurrounded by the 
ſought multitude, inſtead of inviting them in, when informed 


that they ſtood without, replies, that whoſoever does 
the will of his Father which is in heaven, is his brother, 
and ſiſter, and mother.“ A Phariſee invites him to 
dinner, and Jeſus accepts the invitation: but a diſpute 
„ When, MWariſes at table, in conſequence of Jeſus having neglected 
h com to waſh his hands. An innumerable multitude in the 
rw deu. mean time aſſembles before the door, when Jeſus deli- 
countn vers a diſcourſe, related Luke xii. 1—12. He then 
s beingMWcoes from the houſe of the Phariſee to the lake of Gen- 
„ which neſaret, rhe multitude follows him: in order therefore 
y Jeſus I to be better ſeen and heard, he enters into a ſhip, and 
ſabbati{MW©preaches in parables: Ne. 37. An explanation of theſe 


EV exe 


though 


ables B 


uke er parables he gives at the requeſt of his diſciples, after he 
ſition i was returned home. Immediately after the ſermon he 
1agoguMycrofſes the lake of Genneſaret. Ne. 38, | 

withered As this ſermon is recorded by St. Mark immediately 
> enſnar{W before his account of the ſtorm, which Jeſus calmed, 
er it vu but is related by St. Matthew long after his deſcription, 


1tendinMWot the ſtorm, it has been ſuppoſed by ſeveral harmoniſts 
of beinWthat Jeſus held this ſermon twice. It is true that this 
withouſſ ſuppoſition contains in itſelf nothing either incredible, 
if he uff or even improbable: yet I think that there are ſufficient 

violation raſons for believing in the preſent inſtance, that both 
mann Evangeliſts mean one and the ſame ſermon,, delivered 
n withoo on one and the ſame day. For St. Matthew and St. 
ch of th Luke agree in the relation of ſeveral very particular cir- 


n broughcumſtances immediately preceding it, and which I can 

ne ſabbalſſ hardly ſuppoſe to have happened twice; namely, the 

is acculWaccuſfation that Jeſus cured 'demoniacs by the aſſiſtance 

ils by of Beelzebul, his reply to this accuſation; and thirdly, 
aſſi nC | | 


his 
* 
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his ſingular anſwer to thoſe who informed him that i and 
mother and his brethren were in ſearch of him. Fur Wl Wt 
ther, what is ſtill more deciſive, the diſciples wou ma; 
hardly have aſked Jefus at two different times for u uit 
explanation of the parable of the ſeed ſown on differen WW mif 
kinds of land: for when he had once given the expk. he 
nation, there could be no neceſſity for aſking it a ſeconi ch. 
time. That they had forgotten it, and that Jeſus wu him 
obliged again to explain to them ſo eaſy a parable, is: fide 
ſuppoſition almoſt incredible: but, if we admit the fad, reac 
{ill Jeſus would not have anſwered them, To you i that 
is given to know the myſteries of the kingdom of God, to c 
but on the contrary would have given them a reprootf and 
like the following, To you is not given to know the hap 
myſteries of the kingdom of God; for he who retam Fur 
not that, which has been given, deſerves not to receneWl Ma 
more.“ N 1 
Whoever examines the preceding harmonic table « 


the Goſpels, will perceive, that on the two days, oi 1 
which 1 have juſt examined the hiftory, depends the ftat 
arrangement of many facts, which happened either o arra 

or near to one of theſe two days, and which the Evan as | 
geliſts have related, one at one period, another at ano-W con 
ther. Now theſe two days might be very eaſily con- the 
founded, as they are in many reſpects ſimilar to each follc 
other: the ſeene of action is on both days im Capernaum, ¶ Ma 
on both days Jeſus leaves the city in the evening, o and 
both days he performs miracles and delivers diſcourſes I he 1 
both are ſabbath days, and on each he is accuſed of For 
violation of the ſabbath. Two ſuch days as theſe mig fror 
be very eaſily exchanged by any one, who had not kept con 
a regular journal, and who wrote merely from memory: ret; 
The queſtion to be aſked therefore is: Has any ſuch k the 


exchange taken place in the preſent inſtance? According the 
to St, Mark, ch. iv. 33-41. and St. Luke, ch. vill tion 
22. Jeſus eroſſed the ſea, when he was expoſed to 3 
| ſevere ſtorm, on the ſecond day“: but according i0 
St. Matthew, the ſtorm happened on the day after ihe 
ſermon on the mount, when, accerding to St. Mar 
22101 —_ _ 
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and St. Luke, Jelus went weſtward on the land fide. 
Which of the Evangeliſts are we then to follow? We 
may abide by the relation of St. Mark and St. Luke, 
without | neceſſarily ſuppoſing that St. Matthew was 
miſtaken, and therefore that he was not inſpired; for 
he has not poſitively determined the time, bur ſays only, 
ch. viii. 18. When Jeſus ſaw great multitudes about 
him, he gave commandment to depart to the other 
ſide. Yet on the other hand it is difficult, after having 
read ver. 14— 17. to ſuppoſe, on coming to ver. 18. 
that the writer could have any other intention, than 
to connect the ſubſequent with the preceding relation, 
and to deſcribe the paſſage acroſs the ſea, as having 
happened on the day after the ſermon on the mount *5, 
Further, on the day after the ſermon in parables, St, 
Matthew, makes no mention of any paflage acroſs the 
ſea, but ſays only, ch. x11. 533. That when Jeſus had 
finiſhed theſe parables he departed thence.' 

The determination of the difficulties, which I have 
ſtated in this ſection, has very material influence on our 
arrangement of the facts recorded by the Evangeliſts, 
as many a harmoniſt has ſeverely felt, without being 
conſcious perhaps of the real cauſe, which produced 
the perplexity. Which of the Evangeliſts we ought to 
follow I am really unable to determine: for though St. 
Matthew has in general the advantage over St. Mark 
and St. Luke, in being eye-witneſs to the facts which 
he records, yet the preſent inſtance makes an exception. 
For St. Matthew by his own account“ was not called 
from the receipt of cuſtom, and therefore was not be- 
come an attendant on Jeſus, till after Jeſus was again 
returned to Capernaum. Nor is this a contradiction to 
the account given Ne. 26. from which it appears that 
the twelve Apoſtles, among whom St. Matthew is men- 
toned by name, were choſen on the morning of that 
day, on which Jeſus held the ſermon on the mount. 
St. Matthew might have been nominated an Apoſtle, 
and yet nat. deen ee his occupation as receiver 


C Ch. i ix. 1—9 · 


* 


of tribute: the ſermon on the mount was delivered on 


diſengaged, but on the following morning he returned 


een St. Mark the Goſpel of St. Matthew: of which W Go 
the apparent contradictions, and, in reſpect to the 
SGoſpels of St. Matthew and St. Mark in particular, In 
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a ſabbath day, on which the receivers of tribute were op 


to his duty at the houfe of cuſtom, whence Jeſus now | | 
invited him to be his conſtant attendant. Beſides, 


even an eye-witneſs, who relates from memory events, wh 
which happened feveral' years before, may eaſily ex: gon 
change two days, which are ficular to each other.—lq oth 
this inftance therefore J have followed St. Mark and Ly 


St. Luke, becauſe they make a majority of evidence, 
and becauſe they have in fact determined the time", “ 
A further examination of the two days, which I have 
confidered in this ſection, would perhaps throw more 
light on what is called the Harmony 15 the Goſpels. 5 
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OF THE CAUSE, WHY ST, MATTHEW AND ST. MARK, Ml the 
AND. ALSO ST. MARK AND sr. LUKE, HAVE Mee 
SEVERAL INSTANCES A REMARKABLE VERBAL | ne 
| HARMONY, THOUGH THE ONE DID NOT COPY FROM (i #% 
THE a OF THE OTHER, - Gr 


HAVE already based that the three firſt Evan- 
geliſts appear not to have read each other's writings, 


their very great diſagreement in the arrangement of the Ey 


recorded facts, afford ſufficient proof. ab 


Vet, on the other hand, theſe three Evangeſiſts agree W _7 


ſometimes in the very ſame expreſſions, and in ſuch 2F vu 


manner as we ſeldom find in the writings, of independent gel 


and unconnected hiſtorians. If this agreement was xxi 
obſervable only in the Goſpels of St. Matthew and St. WW 1 
ö — it — be 9 on he commonly received Syr 


185 opinion 
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opinion that t. Mark had read the Goſpel of St. Mat- 
thew; But when the ſame expreſſion, and that even 
a harſh Hebraiſm, is uſed likewiſe by St. Luke, who 
was able to write pure Greek, this agreement in words, 
which is ſometimes viſible even where there is an appa- 
rent contradiction in facts, muſt. be owing to ſome 
other cauſe, which merits particular inveſtigation*. _ 
The following may ſerve as examples. Mark i. 4. 
Luke ili. N Rnguoouv | Bamrtiopa fur, £45 nOeow 
apapru, — Matth. i. 12. Luke iii. 17. Ou re wrvov £ 
ru £04 GUTSY, N Hranalapies T1Y ana AvTE, XS THEE. TON 
giro (cure) eig TW aroma (ave), ro ds axugev. xaTaxaures 
vgs a-. Here the harſh Hebraiſm s & Ty XE aur 
is worthy of notice. — Matth. iv. 5. Luke iv. 9. 
wT5gvy4ov, a very unuſual word, peculiar to the Egyptian 
Greek dialect, and of which no commentator, has given 
an accurately philological explanation,—Mark v. 22. 
ii. 1.12. and Luke viii. 41. v. 17-26. are remark= 
able, not only for the ſimilarity of expreſſions uſed in 
theſe paſſages, but likewiſe for the ſeparation of two 
events, which in the Goſpel of St. Matthew are con- 
nected with each other?, Matth. vi. 11. Luke xi. 3. 
eros, A word, which, according to. Origen*, no 
Greek writer had ever uſed. before the Evangeliſts. 
The agreement however in reſpect to-erwows may be 
explained on the ſuppoſition, that this word was already 
in uſe among the early Chriſtians in the Lord's Prayer, 
at the time when St. Matthew and St. Luke wrote their 
Goſpels.— Matth. viii. 2-4. Mark i. 40-45.4 Luke v. 
12-16, -Matth, xvi. 24. Mark viii. 34. Luke ix. 23, 
In this laſt example it is remarkable that all the three 
Evangeliſts agree in uſing the Syriac phraſe orie ju 
bens, inſtead of the common Greek word . wxoavbew ©. 
Mark xii. 41, 42. Luke xxi. 1, 2.  HaGCoPuncxcy and 
ren, the former .of which is taken by thęſe two Evan= 
geliſts in an unuſual ſenſe?.—Mark xiv. 12-16. Luke 
XII. 7-13.— Mark xiv. 54. Luke xxii. 56. wes T0 S. 
Matth. xxviii. 1. Luke xxiii. 54. eniOwoxw, a harſh 
Syriaſm explained above, Vol. I. ch. iv. G 5. 
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This remarkable verbal agreement I am unable to 
explain on any other than the following hypotheſis. 
Before the three firſt Goſpels were written, or at leaſt, 
before St. Matthew's Goſpel had been tranſlated into 
Greek, there exiſted ſeveral apocryphal Goſpels, to 
which St. Luke alludes in his preface, and of which it 
was his object to correct the inaccuracies. But when 
the accounts, which they contained, were accurate, St, 
Luke, as well as St. Mark and the. tranſlator of St. 
Matthew: abided by the expreſſions, which they found, 
as they were regardleſs of the ornaments: of ſtyle. I 
rs likewiſe poſſible that St. Mark and St. Luke followed 
theſe early accounts in the arrangement of the recorded 
facts, and that hence aroſe the deviation from St. Mat- 
thew's order, which bas ec lo much perplexity 
to the harmoniſts: | 

Another argument 15 the opinion that the Evange- 
liſts made uſe of written documents, 15, that St. Luke, 
who'when left to himſelf was able to write good Greek, 
has ſometimes m his Goſpel ſuch harſh Hebraiſms, as 
he would harldly have uſed, unleſs he had drawn from 
written documents. 1 will mention a few examples, 
Ch. i. 49. a To we aur, if it is equivalent to 
8 un To COTS «urs?, is a harſh Hebraiſm.—Of exe, 
ver. 50. 54. 58. 72. 1 have already treated, Vol. I. 
ch. iv. ſect. 7. —Emomoe agr., ver. 51. 18 exactly de- 
rived from the Hebrew I" Ty,” res magnas Ip 
vicit. Monchmal een, . mw Akęaag, ver. 54, 55. | 
the ſame Hebraifm as we'find * in the Septuagint,” Faun 
xcviii. 3. hne vu thine Guru ro Tan, and Pſalm cxix. 
49. Herber. TWy Xoyun uu Tw Fade os. — V. 76. wege wou 
ry Kei, and v. 79. ous Nanaru are manifelt Hebra- 
iſms — Ch. vii. 21. chrgsri⁰α, t ue amo — fg i 
an harſh: -exprefion, which no where occurs in the New 
Teſtament, except in the preſent inſtance, and at Mark 
uit. 10. v. 8 34. F indeed, in Rr ww 
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order with which the Greeks were afflicted, ſays, they 
were laſhed with Jupiter's ſcourge: but Homer bad 


ere the image of a ſcourge before his eyes, and wrote 
n allegory, whereas a writer who literally calls a diſeaſe 


ſcourge, and uſes ſuch expreſſions as to be afflicted 


th a ſcourge,” © to be cured of a ſcourge,” no longer 
hinks on the original meaning of part. Pure Greek 
riters never applied the word in this manner. Ch. ix. 
1-53, Tgorwror diſharmomouſly occurs not leſs than 
hree times, where a pure Greek writer would not have 
ſed it even once. In the ſecond inſtance, eo S οο 1 
1 is a common Hebraiſm®5: in the ſecond and third 
nſtattces, ro Toru ur, eg nie Tv Topeveol)as eie Tepy= 
a, And 10 eee auTs e Topevoprvoy tis Irproraing 
e lefs common Hebraiſms, of which we find examples 
2 Kings xii. 17. Jerem, xlii. 15. 2 Chron, xxxii. 


6. —Luke xii. 8. 05 av 0pp0AoNCes e emo, and 's viog Ty 


Woure o0poneynoes EB auTs, & Syriaſm, which I have 


ready explained?.—Luke xiii. 16. 18 in the ſenſe of 


am, is a Syriaſm borrowed from je:“, of which 1 
ecollect no other inſtance in the whole New Teſta. 
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| gt MATTHEW is ſaid to have written his Goh wh 
efore the other three Evangeliſts*. His name in, 


Hebrew is is D contracteꝗ from Bd, and not Tying, lark 


which, in Greek would be expreſſed by. Marbiag. * 

- profeſſion and call to,the apoſtolic: office he. himſelf 

' relates che. ix g.: and hy his, long attendance on Chriſt 

he was enabled to communicate Accounts on Which we 
can depend. " Ry. 

40 It has been the comman opinion, and I acceded to 

Kut the firſt editiog of this Introduction, that St. 

6 Was named likewiſe Levi, and kat he Was 

* $1,743 121 AI 39 on - the 


I purpoſely let this ſentence remain doubtful, as I wrote it i 
the ſecond edition of this Introduction, at a time when the aſſertion 
that St. Matthew really compoſed his Goſpel before tie other three 

| Evangeliſta, Which I made in the firſt.edition, * 55 wy appear to me 
uncertain.” Soon after the ſecond: e bon N Dr, chin g pub- 

Hhed his Harmony of the Four Go pels, in w iu oeh he ag 9) 

that St. Luke wrote before St. Matthew: and not obſerving that! 

had already begun to waver in my former opinion, requeſted me to 
favour him with my ſentiments in regard to his own, To this I an- 
{wer that I am ſo far of his opinion at preſent, as to believe, that 
when St. Luke wrote his Goſpel, he knew nothing of a Goſpel written 
by St. Matthew, at leaſt not of a Greek Goſpel, ſuch as Theophilus 
could read: for Ch. i. 1—4. he ſpeaks of the Goſpels, which then 
exiſted, as Goſpels written by perſons, who were not eye-witnells, 
and whoſe accounts therefore ſtood in need of that correction which 
he gave them, by tracing up every relation to its firſt ſource. But # 
I believe that St. Matthew wrote his Goſpel in Hebrew, I am not 
certain that the original was not in exiſtence, when St. Luke wrote 
his Goſpel: I will only affirm that the tranſlation had not then been 
made. That St. Mark wrote later than St. Luke I have no doubd 
of which I ſhall align the reaſons hereafter, 


* 
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e ſon of Alphæus, becauſe St. Mark, ch. ii. 14. relates 
e call of Levi, a receiver of tribute and fon of Al- 
hæus, and St. Luke, ch. v. 27. relates alſo the call of 
evi, both with the ſame circumſtances, and nearly in 
e fame words, as St. Matthew relates his own call. 

rotius in one of his Notes to Matth. ix. contradicts 
is opinion: and Theodore Haſe has publiſhed in the 
ſth volume of the Bibliotheca Bremenſis a treatiſe en- 
led, Diſquiſitio de Levi a Chriſto ad apoſtolatum vo- 
to, in which he has endeavoured to ſhew, that Levi, 


Wrote 


Goſpel 


entioned by St. Mark, is not St. Matthew, but the 
une u {Whoſtle Lebbeus. Heumann in his Expoſition of St. 
Wg, lark's Goſpel has adopted the ſame ſentiments, and 
H pported them by new arguments: Lardner on the 


himſel 
| Chrill 
uch we 


ded to 
hat St. 
he was 
JR; the 


ntrary, in the third volume of his Supplements to the 
edibility of the Goſpel Hiſtory, p. 317-323, has en- 
avoured to confute the opinion maintained by Theo- 
re Haſe. After having weighed the arguments on 
tt fides, I am inclined to entertain the following 
non, which 1s a medium between both, and which 
otius himſelf adopted. 

The accounts which are given by St. Matthew, 
. 9. by St. Mark, ch. ii. 14. and by St. Luke, 


ote it in 


"aferio i! v. 27. contain, as to the main point, a relation of 
er e and the ſame tranſaction, as muſt be evident to 
ear to wt Wery one who compares Matth. ix. 1-17. Mark ii. 


22. Luke v. 1739. and examines the whole con- 
tion®, But it is not therefore a neceſſary conſequence 
t St. Matthew and Levi were one and the ſame per- 
ſince it is at leaſt poſſible, that two receivers of 
* were called on the ſame day, and even from the 


cl g pub- 
oh 97 
* — 


this I au- 
lieve, that 


pel written 
Theophil e tribute- houſe. One of them was St. Matthew; 
vhich * , as it was of more importance to the readers of 
- witneſles, 


Matthew's Goſpel, to be informed of the call of its 
bor to the apoſtleſnip, than of the call of Levi, 

cially if Levi was not called to be an Apoſtle, it 1s 
io conceive the reaſon, why St. Matthew mentioned 
his own call, and was filent in reſpect to that of 
i, St. Mark and St. Luke on the contrary, might 
ol. III. > with- 


tion which 
„e. But 
i I am not 
uke wrote 
then been 
> NO doubt, 


entertainment, which was given to Jeſus on this occ 


—_ as Jeſus fat at meat in the houſe? 
| y 


called the fon of Alphwes, Matth. x. 3. Mark iii. 
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without impropriety be ſilent in reſpect to St. Maithey, 
and mention only the call of Levi, partly becauſe Le, 
as being the ſon of Alphæus, was related to Chriſt“, and 
perhaps through this relationſhip occaſioned the cal 
likewiſe of St. Matthew; and partly, becauſe perhay 
Levi was the principal, and St. Matthew only an in- 
ferior perſon at the tribute-houſe, a ſuppoſition, which 
is not improbable, as St. Mark expreſsly relates that th 


fion; was in the houſe of Levi, and St. Luke -deſcribs 
alſo Levi as the maſter of the feaſt; whereas St. Mat 
_ after having related his own call, does not k 

that the entertainment was given in Ii houſe, but f 


reaſons for believing that St. Matthew and La 
were different ' perſons, / notwithſtanding both were taÞnce 
gatherers, and both were called at the fame time, 15 
the 7. | noy 

In the catalogue of the twelve Apoſtles, St St. Mai 
403 St. Luke* aſcribe to oor Evangeliſt no other nat 
than that of Matthew, Is it credidle then, that in & 
ſeribing his call to the apoſtleſhip, they ſhould boi 
have agreed in naming him Levi, and have thus ocd 
Honed an unneceſſary confuſion to the reader? —I 
fame argument operates likewiſe againſt the opinia 
_ Levi is the ſame perſon as Lebbæus. x 

The ſons of Alphæus, at leaſt of that Alpha. x. 
with whom we are acquainted in the New: Teſtament 
were near relations of Jeſus,” for their mother, wii [St N 
name was likewiſe Mary, was fiſter to ſeſus's motiiiten 
They were James, Jofes, 'Simon, and Judas, and thi 
are 'tnehtioned Match. Xiii. 5 f. and there called bretti 
of Chriſt', One of them, namely James, is exprol 


Luke vi. 1.: #hd of their mother we find an accol 
Matth. xxvii. 56. Mark Xv. 40. If St. Math 
therefore was à fon of the fame Alphæus, he was à 1 
relation of Jefas?. -Buft'vf this relationſhip we no whQhFF= note 

Dong To Boe Ys 1 
b Ch. iii. 18, 7 en vi 16. 


_ Goſpel, cannot be determined with certainty. Ancient 


has not advanced it. Nicephorus relates that it ws 
written fifteen years after the aſcenſion, but Irenæu 


100 Of St. Mattie ros Goſpel. CHAP. I: 
The year likewiſe in which St. Matthew wrote his 


teſtimonies contradict ancient teſtimonies on this ſubjed. b 
Theophylact and Euthymius, who lived in the eleventh to 
and twelfth centuries, contend that St. Matthew WW! 
Goſpel was written in the year of Chrift 415, which ve 
makes it the moſt ancient of all the books of the Ney c 
Teſtament. The ſame is aſſerted in moſt of the ſub. 
ſcriptions to this Goſpel, and likewiſe in a life of $i, 
Matthew written in Arabic **. Euſebius however, u 
whom appeal has been made in ſupport of this opinion 


ſays that St. Matthew wrote his Goſpel, at the time 
when St. Paul and St. Peter were preaching at Rome“ 
which according to ſome critics! was in the year 61 
though it really muſt have been much later. For fur 
ther information on this ſubject, I refer the reader t 
Lardner's Supplements to the Credibility of the Gobpe 
Hiſtory, Vol. I. p. 95. and following pages. 

In a caſe therefore where our hiſtorical accounts ar 
ſo contradictory, it is the ſafeſt method to make n 
poſitive affirmation whatſoever. Arguments a prio 
can never decide on a queſtion, which merely relates tt 
a matter of fact: and after the reaſons, which han 
been aſſigned by Maſch*, and Lardner, we are left i 
the fame ſtate of uncertainty, as before. Both of the! 
writers delivered their opinions independently of eat 
other, and the latter endeavours to prove by argumen 
a priori, that St. Matthew's Goſpel was written abol 
thirty years after the aſcenſion, whereas the former 
attempted to ſhew by a ſimilar mode of reaſoning, ti 
it was written at a much e b Fee Dr. Mak 
| | contend 


fave ured £1} Mens. r 
s See Mill Prol. $ 6: 44. | x 
b [In his Eſſay on the Original 3 af 8. Waben 8 Gol 


& 2. 
i The one publiſhed i in 1755, che other i in 1 7 755 
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contends, it is probable that the Apoſtles ſoon pro- 
vided for an authentic hiſtory of Chriſt's tranſactions, 
becauſe many years did not elapſe before they ſeparated 
to preach the Goſpel in various parts of the world,” 
they and he adds © that a meaſure ſo neceſſary for the con- 
which verſion of unbelievers, and for the ſupport of believers, 
e Nen could hardly admit a delay of thirty years.” But to 
le ſob this argument we may reply, that as long as the verbal ' 
of & {preaching of the Apoſtles laſted, written accounts were 
ver, rot altogether neceſſary: and Maſch himſelf is of opi- 
pinion nien that ſeven or eight years elapſed after the aſcenſion 
© it wa vithout any written Goſpel. The ſame arguments then, 
Irenæul chich are uſed to vindicate Divine Providence, in per- 
\e time nitting ſeven or eight years to elapſe, notwithſtanding 
lo many converts were made on the day of Pentecoſt, 
ho lived at a diſtance from Paleſtine, and ſeemed 


„ 
e his 
client 
bye, 
venth 


ar 61; 0 . . 
Por fe herefore to ſtand in need of written documents, are 
eader M pplicable to a period of thirty years, or to the whole 
e Golpe period, during which the Apoſtles continued to teach 


erbally.—Dr. Lardner, who by arguing a priori as 
yell as Dr. Maſch, deduced a very different concluſion, 
ays in the Supplement to the Credibility of the Goſpel 
ſtory, Vol. I. p. 116. The life of Jeſus could not 
de forgotten in thirty or forty years.” And he preſently 
ter adds, © If about thirty years after our Lord's aſ- 
enſion, his hiſtory was written by eye-witneſſes or their 
ompanions, it was ſoon enough: yea, it was the fitteſt 
ime of all. At the year ſixty of our Lord's nativity, 
ccording to the vulgar æra, and later, there certainly 


a pro 
relates | 
nch hal 
we left | 
h of the! 


y of cad 


mel | 
— abo ere enough ſuch perſons, as thoſe juſt mentioned, ſtill 
former ring, to record his words and works, and more, who 
ning, tre willing and deſirous to read written hiſtories of — 
Dr. Main, than before: and alſo more to tranſcribe and copy 

2 Wut of thoſe hiſtories for their own uſe, and for the uſe. 


contenv | | 6 . : 
15 d benefit of others, than in any preceding time.” 


ow though I admit with Lardner that the year 60 
ould not have been too late, yet I would not therefore 
ler that St. Matthew's Goſpel was not written ſooner ; 
Ir even had it been written within a year after Chriſt's 
ke C7 + > 327 


ew's Goly | 
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aſcenſion, it could hardly be faid, that is compoſition 
was premature. 
_ * Equally indeciſive are the internal marks, which 
Lardner ſuppoſed he had diſcovered in the Goſpel ag 
St. Matthew, and from which he argued that it could 
not have been written till after the year 60. Now! 
have no objections to make againſt any attempt to de 
termine the date of a publication from its intern 
marks: but in St. Matthew's Goſpel I am unable to 
diſcover any ſuch marks, as could lead to a concluſion 
in reſpect to the year, when it was written. Lardner 
indeed ſuppoſes that this Goſpel diſcovers ſo complet 
an infight into the doctrine of the call of the Gentile, 
and the abolition of the Levitical law, as the Apoſtle, 
he ſays, did not poſſeſs, till many years after the death 
of Chriſt”: whence he concludes that it muſt ha 
been written many years after that event. Bur I canndt 
ſuppoſe - that the Apoſtles, after that they had receive 
the gifts of the Holy Ghoſt, {till retained their Jewil 
prejudices, and moreover retained them in ſuch 1 
manner, as to be unable at any time to give a true all 
faithful account of Chriſt's doctrines, ſince they wrot 
under the immediate influence of the Deity. It is tu 
that the Apoſtles did not infiſt on the abolition of ti 
Levirical law in Paleſtine, for this doctrine belonge 
properly to other countries, and God permitted tho 
who had been educated in the Levitical law, till t 
retain it: yet it does not neceſſarily follow that thi 
Apoſtles believed it ſtill continued to have the force 
a divine obligation. In the preſence of the Jews the 
avoided a doctrine, which was not intended for the 
and which could not have failed to have given the 
offence. Again, the Apoſtles, it is true, during ſeven 
years did not go abroad, to preach the Goſpel to tl 
entiles. But ſhall we conclude therefore. that th 
Were prevented by Jewiſh prejudices from attemptin 
ie converſion of the Gentiles? The Phariſees then 
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ould only have inſiſted on circumcifion for the 
entile converts. That St. Peter was commanded in 
which viſion to preach the Goſpel to Cornelius, does not 
pel df ppear to me to imply that previous to that command 
could t. Peter had conſidered it as unlawful: and it is pro- 
Now | able that he had no other motive, than mere tenderneſs 
to de. or the Jews, who were unwilling to receive into the 
nternd church thoſe who had not been circurnciſed, for abſtain- 
ble ting from all connection with the Gentiles, till he had 
cluſionMWbeen exprefily informed, that the time was now arrived 
ardnet for the converſion alſo of thoſe, who had not been ini - 


. IV, 


dition 


mpleteſWiated in the law of Moſes, But even if we admit that 
entile, t. Peter, before he had the viſion in the houſe of Cor- 
poſtles{Wclius; retained the national prejudice which the Jews 
e deathWa general had againſt the Heathens, we muſt ſtill 


aſcribe his conduct, not to an error of the underſtand- 
ne, but ſimply to a want of energy in the will. 

Were it true, that the Apoſtles were not entirely free 
rom ſuch erroneous notions, which however it would 
de difficult to reconcile with the gifts of the Holy 
boſt, yet St. Matthew, confidered as a mere human 
iſtorian, was furely able to give a true and faithful 


ſt hape 
cannd 
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rue and 
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It is truWccount of the doctrines which he had heard delivered 
n of thay Chriſt. If they appeared to him extraordinary, and 
beloneeFontrary to his former notions, he might have accom- 
ed thoWanieu them with, a comment expreſſive of his former 
„ {till Mrejudices: yet theſe prejudices would not have ren- 
that th(WÞered his memory ſo weak, as to be unable to retain 
e force We doctrines, which he had actually heard, nor his 
ſews the and ſo untrue, as to be unable to record them. The 
for thenWirſt example which Lardner has produced is from 
ven the flatth. xxvin. 19. Go ye, and teach all nations.” 
ag ſevenut as this command was given by Chriſt before his 
pel to tl cenfion, and not invented by St. Matthew thirty years 
that theWiterwards, I can ſee no reaſon why St. Matthew could 
\ttemprinſÞer have recorded it ſeven years, or even ſeven days, 
des thenfiicr it was delivered, as eaſily as at a later period. If 


ke a pie underſtood not the call of the Gentiles in its full 
and tbrtent, he might have thought within himſelf, that they 


* 


Wo 1 doe 


We 
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ought at the ſame time to be circumciſed: yet his own WW Ac 
private opinion would not have prevented him from wa 
delivering, as an honeſt man, the command of Chriſi, N ch. 
in the form, in which he had received it. ; | 
I have hitherto repreſented Lardner's internal marks Wa f 
of time in the moſt advantageous light. But his other the 
examples have really leſs weight than that, which I have {Wit 
juſt examined. For inſtance, *< If he had not know St. 
that our Saviour was deſigned to be, or was already Wt mo 
become a bleſſing to the Gentiles, he would ſcarcely Go 
have thought of inſerting the hiſtory of the Magi arg 
coming from the Eaſt to Jeruſalem.” A till more ex. ¶ fou 
traordinary argument he derives from the conſecrationWthe 
of the Euchariſt, © This is my blood of the New Te. the 
tament, which is given for many, hat is, for all men. the. 
Internal marks of this deſcription Lardner has enn the. 
merated to the amount of fourteen, not one of which hen 
is of any real value“: yet, though his arguments zæ fra 
weak, the propoſition itſelf, namely, that St. Matthes eſta 
did not write his Goſpel before the year 60, is probably lupp 


true, and I adopt it on the authority of lrenæus. ancl 
One difficulty however attends the teſtimony of Ir ¶ Jeri 
næus on this ſubject. In a preceding paragraph of th ne 


ſection, where I quoted the words of this Greek father, 
I confidered them as applying to the time, when 8. 
Paul was priſoner for the firſt time in Rome, of which 
we read an account in the twenty- eighth chapter of th 
Acts of the Apoſtles *?. But at that time St. Pet 
does not appear to have been in Rome: and as Irenæu Cala 
expreſſiy ſays, that the Goſpel of St. Matthew : 
written, while St. Peter and St. Paul were preachiny 
in Rome, and laying the foundation of the church ut 
that city *, Lardner underſtands St. Paul's ſecond im Triller 
priſonment in Rome, which ended with his martyrdomWvz w 

| FOR aſe, | Accordinſ 


r The Greek words of Irenzus, quoted by Euſebius, (Hiſt, Eccl 
Lib. V. cap. 8.) are re Herge xa Te Haze w Pon tv 


xal dN TM EXXANGIGN. 
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According to this explanation, St. Matthew's Goſpel 
was written, not in the year 61, but in 64 or 65. On 
this ſubject more will be ſaid hereafter. ne: 


« 


Before I deliver my own ſentiments, I muſt mention 


IV. 


own 
from 
hriſt, 


mark a a fourth opinion, which is very different from either of 
othet the three already mentioned, and, though almoſt deſ- 
| have BY titute of hiſtorical evidence, refers the compoſition of 


St. Matthew's Goſpel to a much earlier period. Tille- 


NOW 
Iready mont“ namely contends, that St. Matthew wrote his 
arch Goſpel in the third year after Chriſt's aſcenſion**. He 


Mag argues thus: When St. Paul was at Jeruſalem in the 
Ire ex. fourth year after Chriſt's aſcenſion“, he ſaw no one of 
cratio the Apoſtles there, except St. Peter and St. James“; 
Tel dhe other Apoſtles therefore, and conſequently St. Mat- 
nen. thew muſt have already left Jeruſalem. But St. Mat- 
_ enny-fthew is ſaid to have written his. Goſpel at Jeruſalem®?: 
* which {MW hence it follows, that he wrote it before St. Paul's ar- 
nts arrival. Now this induction is wholly inſufficient for the 
JatthenMWcftabliſhment of an hiſtorical fact, as it is not only un- 
robabyMſvpported by, but even contrary to the teſtimony of 
| ancient writers. The words of St. Paul, I went to 


. of Ire Jeruſalem to ſee Peter, but other of the Apoſtles ſaw 


h of tha none, except James, in fact imply that there were 
- father other Apoſtles at that time in Jeruſalem“, with whom 
vhen SIN Paul made no acquaintance, becauſe he was not come 
of whiciMito learn the Goſpel from the Apoſtles, but had learnt 
er of tht by immediate inſpiration from the Deity. The object 
St. Petro! St. Paul in the firſt chapter of the Epiſtle to the 
$ IrenzwWoalatians, is to ſhew how little connection he had with 


hew W: the 
preachiny 
church Ul 
cond im 
artyrdom 


Accordilt 


I purpoſely uſe the expreſſion © amy? deſtitute of hiſtorical evi- 
dence,” becauſe Coſmas of Alexandria might be quoted in ſupport of 
Tillemont's opinion: for, according to Coſmas, St. Matthew's Goſpel 
vas written at the time of the diſperſion of the Chriſtians after the 
death of Stephen v. But a writer of the ſixth century can no more 
de conſidered as evidence for an (hiſtorical fact in the firſt century, 


than Tillemont himſelf. | . 
n Memoires, Tom. I. | . 
* Gal. i. 18, 19. 


(Hiſt, Becld 
ny yet ops 
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the Apoſtles, and that his knowledge was not derived Ml hi 
from them: his account therefore, that he ſaw only eric 
St. Peter and St. James at Jeruſalem, can never war- his 
rant the inference that all the other Wh hoon had left ¶ tho 
it. befc 

To the preceding opinion may r now be added a fifth, Ms: 
in which however no particular year is determined for Rot 
the compoſition of St. Matthew's: Goſpel. Dr. Ston ther 
in his treatiſe * On the Deſign of the Evangelical Hil- Mof 1 

. tory and Epiſtles of St. John, § 62.” contends that I 

St. Matthew wrote later than St. Mark, and derived Iren 
from him a conſiderable part of his materials. Bu as I 
Storr's arguments have not rendered this opinion eren Hackr 
probable. I (< 

. Having related the Gt. of others, I will now Mar 
briefly ſtate my own. Though I cannot pretend toe { 
determine with any certainty, 1 acknowledge that tit] car 
relation of Irenzus appears to me the moſt probable: St. F 
not only becauſe Irenzus is the moſt ancient writer on came 
this ſubject, but likewiſe for other reaſons St. Luke, 
as I ſhall ſhew hereafter, could not well have ſeen the 
Goſpel of St. Matthew before he wrote his own; of 
he would have avoided every apparent contradiction tl 
an-eye-witneſs, and moreover would not have arrangel 
bis facts in a manner fo very different from that of & 
Matthew. Burt if St. Matthew's Goſpel was writteWare f. 
ſeveral years before that of St. Luke, it could hardiMettec 
have been unknown to this Evangeliſt, eſpecially as Mace 
had been in Jeruſalem, and even wrote his Goſpel, Wortic 
I ſhall endeavour to ſhew hereafter, during St. Paul 
impriſonment at Czſarea, Beſides, when an ancicliWre re 
father aſſigns a date to the publication of a book, . 


Error 

have rather reaſon to ſuſpe&, that he has made it toWhe e. 
ancient, than that he has made it too modern. is ſoc 
Dr. Maſch, in his treatiſe on the original languaghich 

of St. Matthew's Goſpel, S 2. -prefers to the teftimonWud, 
of Irenzus the accounts of Theophyla& and Euthymivihole 
who lived near a thouſand years later. He fays thao th, 
Lrenæus, in the very place, where he e ſpeaks of the tinqual! 


whe 
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rived Ml when St. Matthew's Goſpel was written, has made two 
only evident miſtakes : firſt, in ſaying that St. Mark wrote 
war- WW his Goſpel after the death of St. Peter and St. Paul, 
| left WW though it is certain that St. Mark ſuffered martyrdom 
| before them: and ſecondly, 1n deſcribing St. Peter and 
fifth, St. Paul as preaching both of them at the ſame time in 
d tor Rome, which is not true. The falſity of theſe accounts 
Ston fl therefore, Dr. Maſch contends, deſtroys the credibility 
 Hil-WWof Irenæus as to the remaining part of the ſtory. 

3 that I ſhall not enter into the inquiry at preſent, whether 
erivedMWlrenzus was miſtaken in regard to theſe two. poſitions, 
Bu as I ſhall examine them hereafter. On the firſt, I ſhall 
1 even {acknowledge that Irenæus really was miſtaken, though 

; | ſhall not undertake to determine in what year St. 
II now Mark ſuffered martyrdom, as it is uncertain whether 
end thc ſuffered martyrdom at all. But the ſecond poſition 
1at the cannot confider as neceſſarily erroneous: for though 
bable: t. Peter could not have been at Rome when St. Paul 
iter onFcame thither a priſoner from Jeruſalem, yet I can ſee 
, Luke, Wno ground for the affertion, that they were not after- 
een thefwards together in Rome, and ſuffered martyrdom there. 
wn; 0, Though I ſhall not enter into this controverſy, which be- 
ion t0WMongs to the province of eccleſiaſtical. hiſtory, yet I muſt 
rrangelMobſerve, that if the teſtimony of a writer, who lived 
u of K ear the time, when the facts which he has recorded, 

writteWre ſaid to have happened, is for this reaſon to be re- 


| hardyWhe&ted, that he has introduced into his narrative ſome 
ly as Mnaccurate circumſtances, there will remain but a ſmall 
oſpel, Wportion of hiſtory, in which we can confide. We 
t. Pavl'Wcnow by experience what happens to ourſelves, when 


anciel 
zook, W 
de it to 


e relate a ſtory, which we have heard from others. 
Error very frequently mixes itſelf with the truth. In 
he examination of the ſtory, the miſtakes are rejected, 
s ſoon as they are diſcovered to be ſuch, and that, 
Which is true, is ſeparated from that which is falſe : 
ind, ſince we ſhould a& unjuſtly, if we diſcarded the 


languag 
teſtimol 


thy miu hole, becauſe a part is inaccyrate, we muſt give credit 
ſays to the remainder, till that alſo can be ſhewn to be 
the tiMWqually ungrounded. Pe 

whe Further, 
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Further, Dr. Maſch contends, what I believe een 
one will readily grant, that ſeveral accounts of the lik 
of Chriſt had heen drawn up, before St. Luke wrote 
his Goſpel. But the inference which he thence 
duces, I cannot ſo readily admit. He ſays, the ci. 
cumſtance, that ſo many perſons had then written a 
hiſtory of Chriſt's tranſactions, may be moſt eaſily ex 
plained on the hypotheſis, that St. Matthew wrote hy 
Goſpel in the year 41: fince in that caſe it is eaſy t 
conceive, that his example and the commendations be. 
ſtowed on his Goſpel, might induce others, tho 
they bad no authority for that purpoſe, to engage in ¶Nbuſ 
ſimilar undertaking. But on the contrary, Fs we ſup the! 
poſe that St. Matthew's Goſpel was not written befor 
the year 61, it follows that the firſt accounts which e! 
given of the life of Chriſt, were written by unauths 
rized perſons, which Dr. Maſch contends, Divine 
Providence would hardly have permitted. Hence he 
argues that the firſt Life of Chriſt was written by u 
SR... | | 
Now this kind of reaſoning, in which we argue fronM..q ; 
what, according to our opinion, Divine Providence 
ought to have performed or neglected, has never at 
forded me the ſmalleſt conviction, when the queſtion 
fimply related to what actually has or has not happened, 
even in caſes, where I have fancied, that I could clear 
perceive, why one mode of proceeding .would have beet 
more beneficial than another. Our views are too cot 
fined, and we know too little of the whole chain Hrage 
cauſes and effects, to determine what the wiſdom of the 
| Deity ſhould ordain : we muſt believe, that whateve 
is ordained, is for the beſt, even though to our impet- 
fect views it ſhould appear, otherwiſe. The hiſtory 0 
mankind can furniſh us with numberleſs example 
which we might ſuppoſe. ro be incompatible with the 
wiſdom and the juſtice of the Deity: we know tha 
powerful combinations are frequently formed to violate 
and ſuppreſs the truth, and that even thoſe warrioty, 
whoſe object is tyranny and rapine, are not ſeldom F 
185 5 | warded 


— 
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warded by ſplendid victories. We do not call in 
nueſtion the truth of ſuch combinations and victories, 
becauſe we cannot reconcile them with divine wiſdom : 
put, ſatisfied of the reality of the facts, we ſtill confide 


. IY, 
| even 
he lik 


Wrote 
ce de. 


1e cin the Deity, and truſt that the final event will not be 
ten ußgonworthy the great Creator of all things. And as we 
ily erg gue in political hiſtory we argue likewiſe in eccleſi- 
ote WW. fical. The long hiſtory of heretics would be reduced 


ealy to 


1 4 nothing, if we concluded, that God would never 
ns be. 


uffer what appears to us to be detrimental: and we 


though ſhould be obliged to deny, that the very numerous 
Ze m buſes, which prevailed in the Chriſtian Church before 
15 5 he Reformation, had ever exiſted. But the diſadvan- 
| before 


tages, which would ariſe from the circumſtance, that 


ch arne firſt accounts of Chriſt's miniſtry, were not written 


uti; Apoſtles, is really not ſo great as Dr. Maſch ſuppoſes. 
Divine ne firſt verbal accounts which were communicated 
NCE deut of Paleſtine, were certainly not communicated by 
1 by aWthe Apoſtles: and if the firſt written accounts were 


ot communicated by them, yet as long as they lived 
and taught, there was little danger to be apprehended 
rom the erroneous relations: of other writers. And, 
ver i vhatever inconveniences might have followed, yet as 
zueſtionBWfon as the four Evangeliſts had written their Goſpels, 
pencdWthoſe inconveniences were removed. Ar leaſt the for- 
| cleal\Mmer erroneous accounts could then do no greater injury, 
ve beiBthan if they had been written many years afterwards: 
00 Color the credibility of an hiſtorian depends on his cha- 
hain dinger and circumſtances, not on the priority of his 
1 of tte compoſition. And tHis is the reaſon; why our four 
hate Coſpels alone have deſcended to poſterity, while other 
unpel narratives of Chriſt have almoſt totally vaniſned. 

ftory 08 I have no determined opinion on this ſubje&, which 
amplev i! with to ſupport in oppoſition to other critics. Though 
vith te! am inclined to abide by the teſtimony of Irenæus, 
ow thulhccauſe it is the moſt ancient which we have, I will not 
J violat pretend to decide whether the words of Irenæus ſhould 
Varr10" be ſo explained, as to denote the period when St. Paul 


Jom 3 vas a priſoner in Rome for the firſt time, or the period 
warde 2 85 | | | of 


1e from 
videnc 
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of his ſecond impriſonment, when he ſuffered martyr. 
dom with St. Peter. If we adopt the firſt explanation, 
we may be able perhaps to aſſign the motive, which 
induced St. Matthew to write his Goſpel. According 
to the accounts of eccleſiaſtical writers“, it was written 
for the immediate uſe of the Hebrews, that is, of the 
Jewiſh: converts to Chriſtianity. Now theſe Hebrews 
underwent a ſevere . perſecution, during the time that 
St. Paul was priſoner at Rome: and this very perlecu: 
tion ' occaſioned the well known Epiſtle, which they 
received from St. Paul. What therefore could be more 
neceſſary, or more proper in that ſituation, than to 
furniſh them with an authentic narrative of the miracles, 4e, 
and particularly of the reſurrection of Chriſt. It is 

therefore not improbable that both St. Matthew's Ml 
Goſpel and St. Paul's Epiſtle to the Hebrews were i} 
written with the ſame intent, 10 confirm the faith of the | 
Jeuiſi converts: to Chriſtianity,, and to preveut a relapſe aſcen 
Judaiſm. This ſuppoſition agrees likewiſe with the ac- WW Perio 
count which is given by an anonymous writer of the WW 't 1 
ſeventh century, at the beginning of his Imperſfect St. N 
work on St. Matthew, uſually aſcribed to Chryſto Hand 
On the other band, if St. Matthew wrote a ſey i the | 
years later, namely when St. Paul was priſoner for the frſt e 
ſecond time in Rome, we can more eaſily aſſign be c 
reaſon for it's being unknown to St. Luke, when be one! 
wrote his Goſpel, for in that caſe, St. Luke's Goſpel Sven 
was written before St. Matthew's“ . It is true that this interr 
ſuppoſition contradicts the commonly received opinion, I car 
that St. Matthew's is the moſt ancient, an opinion ſup- ear 
ported by no leſs authority than that of Origen®. 0 19 

RIES > Ces | . | this a 


„ Ruſebii Hiſt. Eccleſ. Lib, III. cap. 24. 39. Lib. V. cap. 10W/eſus 
Irenæus adv. Hæreſ. Lib. III. cap. 1. Origenis Fragm. Tom.! Hero. 
commentar. in Matthæum. Epiphanius adv. 'Hzreſ. XXX. ſect.; t * 
Dorothei Synopfis de vita prophetarum, in Biblioth. Patrum Maxim 
Tom. I. p. 427. 1 8115 er e af Betti 
v See Chryſtoſt. Opera, Tom. VI. p. 3x. ed. Paris. 
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this very ancient opinion it is ſuppoſed to be owing, 
that St. Matthew's Goſpel is generally placed firſt in 
the Greek manuſcripts; but this rule does not prevail 
univerſally, for there is a manuſcript at Vienna, in 
which the firſt place is allotted to the Goſpel of St. 
John, on account perhaps of the ſuperior dignity of its 
author. 1770 TY | 


S CE: i; 

Attempt to reconcile the contradictory accounts, in reſpect to 
the time when St. Matthew's Goſpel was written. 
e according to ſome writers the Goſpel of 
St. Matthew was written only eight years after the 
aſcenſion, but according to others at a much later 
period, we may reconciſe this ſeeming contradiction for 
it is poſſible that both of theſe accounts are true. If 
St. Matthew's Goſpel was written originally in Hebrew, 
and afterwards tranſlated into Greek, the former date 
may denote the time of the original compoſition, and 
the latter may relate to the year in which this Goſpel 
firſt appeared in Greek*. That this is the true ſtate of 
the cale appears. to me highly probable. For, on the 
one hand much may be ſaid in favour of the account 
given by Irenzus, and on the other hand there is ſtrong 
internal evidence for the aſſertion, that it was written 
o early as eight years after the aſcenſion, that is, in the 
year 41 of the Chriſtian æra. In this, year Herod 
Agrippa became king of Judæa and Samaria . Tt may 
be aſked then, whether St. Matthew, if he had written 
ater the year 41, would have ſaid, ch. ii. 1. When 
Jeſus was born in Bethlehem of Judæa in the days of 
Herod the king,” without diſtinguiſhing by ſome epithet 
the firſt and great king Herod, from the later king 
Herod? If fo, St. Matthew's Goſpel muſt have been 
written 

1 Joſeph. Archæol. XIX. 5. 
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written either in the beginning of the year 41, or before 
that year, as Pearce has already obſerved in his Com- 
mentary on the Evangelifts?. It is true that this ar- 
gument applies immediately to the two firſt chapter 
only, on which a doubt is entertained whether they 
were written by St. Matthew. But if it proves that an 


addition to St. Matthew's Goſpel was not written after 
the year 41, it will follow of courſe that the Goſpel 
itſelf was not written later“. I can fee therefore no 
impropriety in believing that both the early and the 
later date, aſſigned to St. Matthew's Goſpel, are con- 
ſiſtent with the truth: that it was originally written in 
Hebrew! in the beginning of the year 41, before 
Herod Agrippa was appointed king of Juda, but 
that the Greek tranflation of it was not made till 61, 
or later”. | 


* — 
- 
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| 07 the ori gina language of St. Matthew's Ge. Tur 
Ala remarks to this i inquiry. 


NOW come to a much controyerted queſtion, in 
what language St. Matthew's Goſpel was originally 
written; whether in the. Greek, which is now extant, 
as many modern writers contend, or in Hebrew, as all 
the ancient authors, who have expreſſly delivered their 
ſentiments on this ſubject, have affirmed. By Hebrew 
we. are not to underſtood at preſent the language, in 
which the books of the Old Teſtament are for the molt 
_ written, but .the Chaldee dialect, which wa 
1 | . ſpoken 


: . RR, > els i hom unknown wf! 


St, Luke“. 
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boken at Jeruſalem in the time of the Apoſtles*, and 
d which the ancient Fathers apply the name of 


 ar- lebrew, as well as to the language ſpoken before the 

pters. Naptivity. n e ; 

they WW I till retain the opinion, which I advanced in the 
at an Wrſt edition of this Introduction, that we ought'to abide 

after Wy the teſtimony of the ancients, and to aſſume a 

olpel Hebrew original for St. Matthew's Goſpel : though I 
e no cknowledge that this opinion has in ſome meaſure loſt 

1 the f it's certainty, ſince the appearance of a publication 


hich was directed againſt my defence of it*. This 
ublication, which was written by Dr. Maſch, and 
before Wrinted at Halle in 1755. is entitled, Eflay on the 
, but Mfriginal language of St. Matthew's Goſpel * *.. - the 
The opinion of modern writers of the ' Proteſtant 
urch, is for the moſt part unfavourable-to a Hebrew 
riginal. I purpoſely ſay of the Proteſtant church, 
cauſe the members of the church of Rome adhere 
general to the opinion of the Fathers*, eſpecially 
ichard Simon, to whom the criticiſm of the New 
eſtament is highly indebted, and who has written a 
ofoundly learned defence of a Hebrew original of St. 
latthew's Goſpel, in his Hiſtoire critique du Texte 
N. T. ch. 5, 6. Maius, in his Examen hiſtorie 
tice, cap. 3, 6. and Schröder in his differtation De 


Inuro- 


jon, in Neua Mathæi authentica, have contradicted Simon. 
8 nally heir objections I endeayoured to anſwer in the firſt 
extant, ($190; but at preſent I ſhall chiefly confine myſelf to 
8 as al 5 15 18 * 5 1 * een — . 2 . Dr. 
d than hn 25 r 


That Chaldee vnn che common language ſpoken at Jeraſalem in 


Hebrews time of. the Apoſtles, I have ſhewn in the Introduction to the 


lage, in {Mitte to the Hebrews, which I have prefixed to the Commentary on 
he molt Epiſtle", ö 11. FF 

ich wa This ſection I added in the ſecond edition, in conſequence of the 
i ſpoken lication to which T here allude: but a later and more minute 


inination of the paſſages in Origen and Euſebius, which Dr. 

ich had quoted in ſupport of a Greek original, has really confirmed 

in my former opinion. I leave the ſentence however unaltered, 

| _ reader may perceive, with what caution I have examined the 
on. | 
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Dr, Maſch's, more complete work on this ſubject, be 

cauſe an anſwer to his arguments will at the ſame tiny 

contain an anſwer to.thoſe of his predeceflars.. | 
But even among the Proteſtants there are not wantig 
writers who have ably defended a Hebrew original d 
St. Matthew's Goſpel: for inſtance, among the Li. 
therans, Conr. Horneius, George Calixtus, Aid, 
Hunnius, J. Conr. Dannhauer, J. Meiſner, and eya 
the Magdeburg Centuriators, Who, if I miſtake no, 


are quoted to that purpoſe even in Schroder's differts iſdo 
tion“. The late Schwartz, in his treatiſe, De ſolœciſni hat: 
diſcipulorum Jeſu antiquatis', p. 49, ſays very Gn 


cidedly, Omnis antiquitas conſpirat in tribuenda d 
hiſtoria Chriſti Syriaca. Antiquitatis autem conſenſu 
pertinaciter et præfarcte refragari temeritatis cujuſdan 
eſſe videtur et impudentiæ.“ Among the members d 
the Calviniſt church, I will mention Rhenferd and 
Reland: and {Maſch® has named ſeveral others, as vl, 
as members of the church of England *, who ham 
adopted the opinion, which he has endeayoured ti 
confute. But as it is not my intention to write an hi 
tory of the controverſy, I ſhall take no further notic 
of the authors who have defended my fide of the que 
tion: and thoſe which I have already mentioned I hat 
introduced with no other view, than to ſhew that ti 
opinion, which I defend, is not heretica. becor 
In the Introduction, which 1 have prefixed to n 
Expoſition of the Epiſtle to the Hebrews, the rcad: 
will find many obſervations, which are applicable to tit 
preſent inquiry: particularly in the 19th and 2oth { 
tions, where I have ſheun that theological prooſs, 
they are called, which are grounded merely on certal 
poſitions laid down in the f 1855 of doginatic theolog 
are inadmiſſible in deciding a queſtion of hiſtory *. me: 
gag ſuch proofs ought not to be called, theological, Pede 
no poſition can be admitted as theological; unleſs it aiſeyerie 
be proved from the Bible: but that St. Matthew wt, t. 
in Greek is an article, for which we find no author 


Fag. 8 9. 
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the Bible, the queſtion doing. purely hiſtorical, and 
wing no relation to doctrinal Divinity, though it has 
aterial influence on the 1 Interpretation of St. Matthew's 


polpe). - 
Equally indecifive are the arguments, which ate 
rawn from the ſuppoſition, that a Greek original would 


Aol ve been more confiſtent with the wiſdom of Provi- 
| evel 2nce, becauſe the Greek language was more generally 
* nog own. It is not for us to determine, what the Divine 
erts- 


iſdom ought to have ordained, but ſimply to examine 


cum at actually was ordained. n in the preſent 


ry de gance, the ſuppoſition of an Hebrew original is by 
nda i means inconſiſtent with Divine Wiſdom. "The Jews 
nſenlu d been hitherto the peculiar, people of God: in the 
juſdan ry age, in which St. Matthew wrote, they had been 
as inguiſhed by the preſence of the Meſſiah among 
(6 2 


em, who preached to this nation alone, nor did the 


as velfWoſtles go forth to convert the Gentiles, till they had 


o hat preached the Goſpel to the inhabitants of Judæa. 
red Mae firſt Chriſtian communities conſiſted of Jewiſh 
an llWryerts; and the language then ſpoken by the Jews, 
c notagt only in Paleſtine, but on the borders of the Tigris 
1e que Euphrates, and probably in Perſia and Arabia, 
Tha no other than Hebrew, or, as we more properly 


hat tim it at preſent, Syro-Chaldee. Was it therefore 


becoming Divine Providence, that one Goſpel out of 
four ſhould have been written in Hebrew, that the 
tera Jews, might haye. a Goſpel in their own lan- 
wwe, as well as they, who lived in countries to the 
tward of Paleſtine, and underſtood only Greek ? 
3s no care to be taken for the many thouſands of 


| tom 
e readt 
le to tht 
oth {k 
roofs, 


n cem Chriſtians, who fled to Pella and the neighbour- 
theglog cities? Were the Nazarenes, though this name 
Try '. fame afterwards an heretical appellation, to be totally 
zical, f lected ? The anſwers, Which Dr. Maſch has given 
els it aneries of this kind; though not delivered in the ſame 
ew Wd, the reader will find p. 143, 144, of his above 
authored publication. He ſays, the Greek language was 


rally ed in Paleſtine, a poſition Which 1 
H 2 


x6 Of St. Matthew's Goſpel, CHAP, 1y, 
ſhall examine in the ſequel: but however well it might 
be known in Paleſtine, it certainly was not underſtod 
by the Jews, who lived to the eaſtward of that county, 
To other objections drawn from arguments a prior, 
and from the ſuppoſition of what ought to have bee 
performed, I ſhall make no reply, becauſe they ar 
wholly foreign to a queſtion of hiftorical fact“. 
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Teſtimonies of the Ancients, relative to an Hebrew Origi l 
| of St. Matthew 8 Goſpel. 


As our 'preſent ain is bittorical, the gl 
of it muſt principally depend on the teftimonyt 
ancient writers. It is true that, if we take the tel 
mony in the ſtricteſt ſenſe of the word, ſo as to do 
the evidence of perſons who were contemporary 
St. Matthew, we ſhall not be able to produce 4 
this ſubject. But, where eccleſiaſtical hiſtory fails us! 
the firſt century, we muſt be contented with ons 
counts, which come the neareft to that period: 4 
for the ſake of brevity, I muſt beg leave to aſe 
terms © witneſs ? and © teſtimony,” though the fact, 
which I quote the authority of ancient writers, did! 
lie within their own actual experience. Maius ind 
objects, that we ought not ſo much to examine wi 
the ancient have reported, as whether they have | 
ported the truth. But this objection is totally uſel 
for theſe reports alone can determine, what is the tri 
On a point of doctrine the objection of Maius wolf 
be valid: for in ſuch a caſe the Fathers do not tel © 
a fact, but ſimply deliver their opinion, which is 
proof. Further, I admit that when the Fathers 1d 
what is highly. improbable, we are not obliged to! 
credit to their accounts: but the poſition : St. Mari 


wrote his Goſpel i in Hebrew, 1s. * not atten 


„bc. v1. Of St. Matthew's Goſpel. 117 


ith the ſmalleſt im probability. I ſhall proceed there- 
dre to examine what the ancients have reported on this 
bject. 

The firſt evidence for a Hebrew original of St. Mat- 
iew's Goſpel, is Papias, who lived very near the tine 
f the Apoſtles: His words are preſerved by Euſebius, 
pwards the end of the thirty-ninth chapter of the third 
ook of his Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory, and are as follow: 
larba os fe uv Eee d AxTH T% AoY1% ouveYearbare* 
ume? d auTa We NauvaTo Xu g. According to Papias 
en, not only was St. Matthew's Goſpel written in 
ebrew, but there already exiſted in his time ſeveral 
reek tranſlations of. it, ſo that the tranſlation, which 
e haye at preſent, is not the only one, which was 
dade of the Hebrew original, though this alone, in 
daſeguence of its ſuperior excellence, has deſcended 
poſterity. Dr. Maſch indeed interprets the words 
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— Wh unveure we nduvaro £5-a "05 in a different manner *: but 
o den bis part of the evidence of Papias does not affect our 
ary eſent inquiry, I ſhall not enter into- any controverſy 


out it. | 
The advocates for a Greek 'original have not only 
deavoured to weaken the evidence of Papias in favour 


e any! 
fails us 


Ar, a a Hebrew original, but have endeavoured likewiſe to 
4 fe Hpploy it in ſuch a manner as to weaken the teſtimony 
e fact, other eccleſiaſtical writers on the ſame fide of the 


jeſtion, Papias, they, ſay, was credulous and ſuper- 
tious in the extreme, a believer of the Millennium, 
riter who reported fabulous miracles, and who gave 
dit to every ftory which he heard. A witneſs of this 
aracter, ſays Dr. Maſch, is not to be credited im- 
city, and even in caſes, where it is poſſible that he 
aks the truth, he will find. it difficult to procure 
lief. Thus the evidence of Papias, the oldeſt writer 
this ſubject, being ſet aſide, the next ſtep is to 
der all later accounts ſuſpicious, by ſaying, that they 
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— founded merely on the relation of Papias, and con- 
Matt ently that they muſt be rejected, if Papias deſerves 


credit, But that later writers had no other authority 
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for the affertion, that St. Matthew's Goſpel was written 
in Hebrew, is mefe conjecture, for it is ſupported by ny 
authority whatſoever: and whoever reads the accoun 
of Origen in particular muſt conclude, that he did not 
teport what Papias only had afferted, but what hal 
been handed down by tradition, and was the genen 
belief in the time of Origen. To reject the teftimoy 
df every ancient author, on the bare ſuppoſition tha 
their accounts were drawn only from the report of: 
credulous witneſs, is ſurely unjuſt. | 

But the ſuperſtition of Papias does not appear to m a 
to be of ſuch a nature as to weaken his evidence to Hangua 
plain fact, which is wholly unconnected with the mars wr. 
vellous: and his ſimplicity renders him in my opinio{ſ&tandir 
an important witneſs on this occaſion. His heterodot 
notions and chiliaſtic dreams, which he had in commonſiſeltroy 
with many of the Fathers, cannot affect his teſtimony {Wat ur 
when he relates what is unconnected with ſuch opinions 
and the force of the objection can apply only to h undin 
alledged credulity and weakneſs of underſtandi nRgᷓa; 
How far he was weak and credulous we can judge on fte v 
from the accounts of Euſebius, who read and quot wh 
him: for the works of Papias themſelves are no long: hough 
extant. Now, though it is a rather arbitrary procedurgW9t eve 
to make the character of a witneſs, of whom the Chris be 
tians of the ſecond and third centuries, eſpecially i idee 
næus, had a good opinion, depend on the judgemeſi the 
of a writer of the fourth century, even though thaſſſiadva 
vuriter was a man of eminence, yet I have no objectiſſemme 
in this inſtance to follow Euſebius, and will thereſoſſ a wi 
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quote his own words, that the matter may not appeſ Ano! 
worſe than it really is. They are as follow*: I ha If his « 
already related that the Apoſtle Philip lived with Me exa 
daughters at Hierapolis, to which I muſt now add ai" the 
account of a miracle, which Papias, who lived in o>credit 
lame period, ſays he heard from the daughters of Phil" rela 
namely, that a dead perſon was in their time reftorg'thout 
to life. He mentions alſo an another miracle, whiqiich C 
* mappen Nerefor 


* Hiſt. Eccleſ. Lib. III. cap. 39. 
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happened to Juſtus ſurnamed Barnabas, who is ſaid to 
have drunk poiſon, without receiving any injury. — 
his fame writer has recorded many, other things, 
hich he had learnt from oral tradition, ſuch as certain 
parables and doctrines of our Saviour, of which we 
nd no account elſewhere, and alſo ſome things which 
are more fabulous. Among theſe I reckon the ſtory, 
hat after the reſurrect ion of the dead, a temporal king- 
lom of Chriſt will be eftabliſhed on earth, and will laſt 
2 thouſand years. Such notions I ſuppoſe he acquired 
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to rom a falſe interpretation of the figurative and myſtical 
to i anguage of the Apoſtles: for, if we may judge from 
mu. is writings, he appears to, have had a very weak under- 
pinion anding.” | | 


That this judgement of Euſebius is | ſufficient to 
eſtroy- the credit of Papias, when he relates a ſimple 
at unconnected with the marvellous,” is more than I 
im able to diſcover. Through weakneſs of under- 
to handing he gives a too literal explanation of figurative 
ndingW2guage : but in the prefent inſtance we are not to in- 
ge o uire whether Papias expounded. rightly, we have only to 
quote! ik whether he related faithfully : and Euſebius himſelf, 
longeWbough he condemns his mode of interpretation, does 
cedut pot even doubt that certain accounts of the Apoſtles 
. ChriWad! been literally tranſmitted to him, on which he 
ly IreWounded his interpretations. Euſebius therefore, who 
gement the only ancient writer, who can be quoted to the 
ch tha advantage of Papias, denies only his ability as a 
eſto ommentator, and does not call in queſtion his fidelity 
1erefor\$ a witneſs, © ee e PE ee Five 
appei ¶ Another charge againſt Papias is, that in conſequence 
1h his credulity he has related fabulous miracles. But 
vith HM be examples, which Euſebius has produced in ſupport 
add f the charge, are in themſelves neither abſurd nor 
in tiheredible: they are of the ſame kind as others, which 
Phil related in the Bible, and that Juſtus drank poiſon 
reftorF'thout injury is not inconſiſtent with the promiſes, 
whidWhich Chriſt had given to his Apoſtles. Theſe miracles. 
appenWretore bear no other mark of falſehood, than that 
e H4 - Papias, 
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merely in conſequence of his ſuperſtition, his teſtimony 
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Papias alone has related them. But if we admit tba 
they are falſe, does it follow, that a writer is to be u. 
jected when he relates common facts, becauſe at othe 
times he gave credit to the marvellous? We act not i 
this manner in reſpect to the writers of the middle age; 
for though we reject their fabulous legends of the faint 
to which through the ſuperſtition of the times they to 
eaſily gave credit, yet we receive their teſtimony as fi 
as it relates to plain hiſtorical occurrences. 

Thirdly, Papias is charged with weakneſs of under. uſeb 
ſanding, and on this ground Dr. Maſch particularty{Mharg: 
Tefts. He allows, that when a man is credulousniracl 
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is admiſſible in reſpect to facts, which do not ſavou 
of the marvellous: but, he aſſerts, that the evidence ¶ Haugh 
a man, whoſe: credulity ariſes from a natural weakneß nder 
of underſtanding, is at all times to be ſuſpected. Ye 
in courts of juſtice, where the nature of evidence is wel 
underſtood, this principle is never adopted. A weil 
man may hear as perfectly as a man of profound us 
derſtanding, and if he is but honeſt, as Dr. Maſch 
himſelf acknowledges that Papias was, and had faith 
fully inquired:of eye- witneſſes, or perſons contemporar 
with the fact in queſtion, we may ſurely admit his ei 
dence in reſpect to what he had heard of thoſe perſons 
Euſebius, from whoſe writings alone the arguments 2 
borrowed, which are employed againſt Papias, does ndt 
infer from his ſimplicity that his accounts in general att 
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falſe: but on the contrary, if we except the Millennium legor 
and ſome other marvellous ſtories, he quotes the relv]W:plair 
tions of Papias, as matters well worthy of notice ught 
According ta Euſebius, the weakneſs of Papias conſilteaWriter 


iner 
nerely 
s wen 


merely in a. ſuperſtitious belief of miracles, and in hi 
© lteral- acceptation of figurative language: his credulit 
therefore was of the {ſuperſtitious kind, which by Dt 


Maſch's own acknowledgement does not render ef ipias 
dence. inadmiſſible. For my own part, I can neve hich 
conſider a witneſs as ſuſpicious, merely becauſe he Nm 


deficient in underſtanding: on the contrary, his veNWrrer « 
E 71 9255 | k N ſimplictt) 
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of Origen appears to have been prejudiced again 
Papias, for no other reaſon, than becauſe Papias hal 
entertained. a notion, which had been diſcarded by hy 
maſter. Origen had taken great pains to explode th 
doctrine of the Millennium; Papias was the mol 
ancient writer in its defence, and his authority greath 
contributed to its propagation. Euſebius therefore, 
decided Origenian, endeavoured to deſtroy the credt 
of Papias, in order to remove one of the principal ſup 
ports of the Millennium. That Euſebius was prejv 
diced, and that his predeceſſors thought better « 
Papias, appears from what he himſelf acknowledge, 
for immediately after the words above quoted, he add 
Vet (that is, notwithſtanding the weakneſſes with 
which he had juſt charged him) he was the cauſe, thi 


moſt eccleſiaſtical writers after his time, appealing u 


Papias as to one of the earlieſt Fathers, have adoptel 
the ſame opinion. This was the caſe with Irenzu 
and with others who entertained fimilar notions. \ | 
is therefore extremely doubtful, whether this ancien 


advocate of the Millennium was fo deficient in under 
ſtanding, as the adverſary of that opinion has repre 
ſented him. On the other hand, if we admit that the 
repreſentation be juſt, we muſt not go further tha 
Euſebius himſelf has done, and becauſe Papias wi 
wanting in ſagacity, aſcribe to him likewiſe a want d 
fidelity. 5 e | | 


So much for what Euſebius has ſaid againſt Papia 
let us now attend to what he has ſaid in his favou 
In the chapter from which the former quotation w 
made, Euſebius writes thus : Papias informs us | 
the preface to his books, that he himſelf had neithe 
ſeen nor heard the holy Apoftles: but that he hal 
learnt the Chriſtian faith from thoſe who knew ti 
Apoſtles. His own words are, I think proper 
relate to thee what I have heard from the elders, a1 


bave well retained in my memory, and to add an er 


planation, in order to confirm the truth. I was nere 


much 


pleaſed, as moſt perſons are, with thoſe who reli 


CHAP. 1y; 


deſerved no credit, we can no more depend on the ac. 
counts of Irenzus, than on thoſe of Papias. No 
this argument is founded on a mere ſuppoſition: for m 
one can prove, that Irenæus had no other authority 
than Papias for what he has aſſerted, or that any oth 
accounts were then in circulation, which contradictel 
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the aſſertion of Papias. Dr. Maſch indeed requig 
that we ſhould bring a poſitive proof, that Irenzus di 
not borrow his information on this ſubject from Papias, 
ſince it is certain that he had ſeveral other erroneous 
- notions, which he did derive from Papias: and till thi 
proof has been given, he maintains that Irenæus, to {y 
the leaſt of him, muſt be declared neutral. Now thek 
erroneous notions relate to the Millennium, which 
many writers, both in ancient and in modern time, 
have believed, without forfeiting their credit as hiſts 
rians. | | 0 

Next follows Pantænus, who was prefident of 
ſchool in Alexandria, toward the end of the ſecond 
century, and is repreſented by Euſebius, as a man 
great learning. It is true that not only the writings d 
Pantænus are loſt, but that no extracts from them ate 
now on record. Strictly ſpeaking, therefore we cannot 
produce Pantænus as evidence for a Hebrew original d 
St. Matthew's Goſpel. However it is related of Pan- 
tænus, that he travelled into India, to preach the doc: 
trines of Chriſt, and that he found many who wer 
already converts to Chriſtianity, in whoſe hands wa 
the Hebrew Goſpel of St. Matthew. This information 
comes from Euſebius, who in his Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory, 
B. V. ch. 10. writes of Pantænus as follows: © It 
ſaid, that he diſplayed ſo much ardour for the Divine 
Mord, that he went a preacher of the Goſpel to tit 
nations of the Eaſt, and came as far as India. Fol 
there were at that time many preachers of the Word, 


who were animated with a divine zeal of imitating the 
Apoſtles by contributing to the enlargement of tbe 


Goſpel, and the eſtabliſhment of the Divine Word: 


of whom Pantænus was one, who is ſaid to have gone 
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o the Indians. Here it is related that he found in the 
iands of ſeveral, who had already heard of Chriſt, the 
Soſpel of St. Matthew; that St. Bartholomew, one of 
he he Apoſtles, had preached to them, and delivered to 
em the Goſpel of St. Matthew written in the Hebrew 
inouage, which was preſerved among them to that day.” 
Dr. Maſch contends that this whole relation has ſo 
nuch the appearance of a fable, that Euſebius himſelf 
id not believe it, and that a man muſt be as credulous 
s Papias, if he did not doubt its truth. Perhaps the 
tory appeared improbable to Dr. Maſch in conſequence 
f the word ©. India,” Which he took, according to its 
ommon acceptation, for the country between the Indus 
ind the Ganges: though in fact, even if this ſenſe be 
cribed to it, the account is not incredible, for it appears 
rom the very circumſtantial Syriac accounts collected 
yy Aſſeman, that the Chriſtian religion was not only 
ropagated, but flouriſhed; in the Eaſt Indies at a very 
early age, and continued till the fourth century, after 
Which period it was gradually extinguiſhed. But the 
ord India, in eccleſiaſtical hiſtory, is frequently uſed 
o denote the happy Arabia, as Tillemont has rightly 
dbſerved in his Memoires pour ſervir a Phiſtoire eccle- 
baſtique, under the article Bartholomew. At preſent 
he matter is more clear than it was in Tillemont's 
ime. In Arabia Felix were two different kinds of 
inn, which are mentioned by Moſes in the 
enth chapter of Geneſis, namely, Cuſhites (from whom 
be Abyſſinians derive their origin), and the deſcendants: 
af Joktan: the former are called by the Syrians, as well 
s by the Hebrews, l., that is, Cuſhites, the latter 
en, that is, Indians. Now that Pantænus preached 
te Goſpel in Arabia Felix is by no means incredible, 
eſpecially as Alexandria, the place of his reſidence, was: 
a no great diſtance, and had a much greater com- 
mercial intercourſe with that country, than -it has at 
preſent. "Farther Arabia Felix, where many Jews re- 


s 115 n»lged, 
See on this ſubject Aſſemani Bibl. Orient, Tom. 1 p. 359. 
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ſided, and where even kings had been converted to the 
Jewiſh religion. is a country where we might not un. 
reaſonably expect to hear that a Hebrew Goſpel had 
_ exiſted, fince the Apoſtle Bartholomew would hardly 
have brought a Greek Goſpel into a country, where the 
Greek language was not ſpoken. Nor is it improbable 
that this Hebrew Goſpel was ſtill extant in Arabia 
Felix at the end of the ſecond century, though in 
Paleſtine itſelf it did not ſo long continue to be in 
common ule. That Euſebius did not ſay in poſitive 
terms, * Pantænus trayelled into India,” but only i 
is faid that Pantænus travelled into India,“ is no proof 
that Euſebius himſelf gave no credit to the account: 
though I confeſs that the account is not fo certain, as 
it would have been, if Euſebius had expreffed himſelf 
more ſtrongly. If it be true, it not only affords a 
ſtrong argument for a Hebrew original of St. Matthews 
Goſpel, but furniſhes likewiſe an anſwer to the objec. 
tion, that no eccleſiaſtical writer has ever pretended to 
have actually ſeen the Hebrew original. On the other 
hand if che relation given by Euſebius is a forgery, i 
ptoves at leaſt that it was the ancient opinion, that 
St. Matthew wrote his Goſpel *1 in Hebrew, or the ſtory, 
that Pantænus ſaw it in that language, would not have 
been invented. ; 

To the argument drawn by Dr. Maſh, from the 
circumſtance, that Jeroin* has related the ſtory of Pan- 
tænus with ſeveral additions to the account given by 
Euſebius, it is hardly neceſſary to make a reply: for 
political as well as eccleſiaſtical hiſtory would ſoon be 
reduced to a very narrow compaſs, if it were allowable 
to eraſe every fact, which different hiſtorians had dit- 
ferently related, or which through length of time had 
been augmented by an acceſſion of 'circumſtances not 
mentioned in the firſt account, To the objection that 


_ CHAP, u. 


the Hebrew Goſpel ſeen by Pantznus was not neceſſarily 
the original of St. Matthew's Goſpel, ſince it might 
have been only a Hebrew tranſlation made by St. Bar- 
tholomew, I anſwer, that if the ancients had not 7 
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erally believed, that St. Matthew wrote i 
he expreſſion. * Goſpel of St. —— 2 nk 
Hebrew language, uſed by Euſebius and. Jerom, wo 1d 
ave it undetermined whether they meant- an ori in | 
r a tranſlation: but ſince the ancients reall did be 
eve in a Hebrew original, I do not ſee how the 3 


ab, f Euſebius and | 

_ os nd J _ can be underſtood of a tranſ- 
" 2B The fourth witneſs is Origen, 8 

© i | arth witneſs is Origen, whoſ : 
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Papias, would have blindly followed him in the preſent 
inſtance, if the notion that St. Matthew wrote in 
Hebrew had been confined to Papias alone. Beſide 
Origen declares that he had learnt by tradition, not onl 
that the Goſpel in queſtion was written in Hebrew, bit 
alſo that it was the firſt Goſpel, that it was compoſe 
for the benefit of the Jewiſh: converts, and that its au. 
thor was St. Matthew the Apoſtle. Did Origen lean 
all this from Papias only? 1 ” 

A fimilar reply may be given to the objection a 
Dr. Maſch, who contends. that Origen did not beliem 
what he related, and that the expreſſion es wapaduy 
haben fignifies nothing more than I have learnt ly 
| hearſay,” or, I have heard it reported.“ But the tern 
waęadocig in eccleſiaſtical hiſtory ſignifies not mere) 
report or hearſay, but a communication of accounts on 
which we may depend, of which the very example in 
queſtion affords a proof: for through the channel of 
wapadorig Origen ſays that he had learnt, that the fi 
of our four Goſpels was written by St. Matthew, we 
was once a tax-gatherer, and afterwards an Apoſtle d 
Chriſt, which Dr. Maſch would certainly not conſide 
as an uncertain rumour. It is evident likewiſe that 
Euſebius took the word in a moſt reſpectable ſenſe: 
ſince. he introduces the quotation from Origen, which 
begins with ws: ev wagadbeel Ahn, by ſaying, that he ac 
knowledged only four Goſpels, obſerving the eccleſiaſtical 
canon, (Tov £xKanoiamio Pratrur xavors), |! | 

The fifth witneſs. is Euſebius himſelf, who has nd 
only quoted all the preceding authorities for a Hebren 
original of St. Matthew's. Goſpel, without even hinting 
that any objections could be made to them, but like 
wiſe in the place where he ſpeaks in his on perſon ol 


4 this ſubject, and where we muſt of : courſe expect thai 


he delivers his own ſentiments. He writes, namely i 
the third book of his Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory; ch. xxv 
as follows. Matthew having - firſt preached to ti 
Hebrews delivered to them, when he was preparing tl 
| depart to other countries, his Goſpel compoſed in the 
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tive language. This paſſage is fo clear, that one 
ight ſuppoſe it impoſſible to make any objection to 
yet Dr. Maſch contends*,' that Euſebius himſelf 
d not give credit to what he has here related. As 
cleſiaſtical hiſtorian, ſays Dr. Maſch, Euſebius was 
duty bound to record the accounts which then 
iſted, but was not obliged to deliver his own private 
inion. It was not his intention «to relate in his 
cleſiaſtical Hiſtory ſuch- facts alone as were indiſ- 
tably true, but to form a complete repofitary of all 
> accounts, of whatſoever kind, which had been re- 
d by others: becauſe, according to the taſte of thoſe 
es, his readers were anxious to know a multitude of _ 
nes; but were totally indifferent as to critical inqui- 
s. So unfavourable. a picture: does Dr. Maſch draw 
the preſent inſtance of Euſebius's Eccleſiaſtical Hiſ- 
: yet in another place*, where he quotes a paſſage 
the writings of Euſebius, which he ſuppoſes to 
favourable to his own opinion, he ſays: I conſider 
teſtimony of this meritorzous writer, when united 
h that of Origen, as ſufficiently important to be 
oſed to the aſſertions of all the other fathers put 
ether. But how can it be proved that Euſebius in 
paſſage above · quoted from his Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory, 
ted a ſtory which he himſelf diſbelieved? Dr. Maſch 
ed has diſcovered in · Euſebius's Expoſition of the 
ms, from which by the help of an induction, which 
able however to many objections, he concludes that 
ebius himſelf believed that St. Matthew wrote in 
k: but this matter I ſhall particularly conſider in 


next ſection, and ſhall confine myſelf therefore at 


ent to the paſſage with which we are immediately 
erned. Now it muſt be obſerved, that Euſebius 
not introduce his relation, that St. Matthew wrote 
brew, with any ſuch expreſſion as, it is ſaid,” 
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or. Papias and Origen relate; but writes in poſity 
terms, and in his own perſon, without appealing eith 
directly or indirectly to any other author, ſo that 
cannot poſſibly ſuppoſe him to have diſbelieved what. 
related, without directly charging him with an int 
tional violation of the truth. To the argument uſed ani 
Dr. Maſch*, that Euſebius could not have aſſerted th 
St. Matthew wrote in Greek, without entering int, 
long confutation of Papias, Irenæus, Origen, and at 
eccleſiaſtical writers, we may anſwer, that Euſebius þ 
on 'many. other occaſions accompanied his accou 
with expreſſions of doubt and even abſolute den 
without entering into a prolix diſcuſſion of them. | 
reaſon can be aſſigned therefore why he ſhould not bu 
accompanied his account, that St. Matthew wrote 
Hebrew, with ſome expreſſions at leaſt of doubt, i 
diſbelieved what he reported. Further, this argum 
not only furniſhes a proof of the opinion, which it 
intended to ſupport, but really operates againſt 
For if Euſebius ventured not in his Eccleſiaſtical R 
tory to aſſert that St. Matthew wrote his Goſpel 
Greek, becauſe it was his buſineſs merely to red 
whatever accounts he could collect, and a contradid 
of the aſſertion, that St. Matthew wrote in Hebt 
would neceflarily have involved him in a long cal 
tation, it follows that there was only one voice on Weport, 
ſubject, and that there were no accounts then exif 
that St. Matthew wrote in Greek. For an hiſto 
who makes it his bufineſs to furniſh his readers 1 
whatever intelligence he can procure, would hard 


a caſe where the reports were contradictory to of Vhoey 
other, neglect to mention that, which he believe fler 8 
be the true one, and relate only that, which he bei Marda, 
to be falſe. | 20 5 | 8 idea 

The other teſtimonies in favour of the opinion I Git. 4 

5 ; . . . » 
St. Matthew wrote in Hebrew, I ſhall produce, wil a ſubt 
either quoting the words of the reſpective autho* «6 
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aking any further remarks ?: partly becauſe they are 


lien 
| 5 liable-toiobjection, and partly becauſe they are leſs 


Elli 


at portant than the preceding. In the third century 
hat He have the authority of Dorotheus: in the fourth 
im atury that of Athanaſius, Cyril of Jeruſalem, Epi- 
(ed anius, Gregory of Nazianzum, Chryſoſtom, and 


ed th 

unto 
d ol 
ius | 
,CCOUI 
dent 


rom; of whom the laſt-mentioned writer, on account 
his learning and his reſidence in Paleſtine, deſerves 
ry particular attention. In the fifth century we have 
guſtin, though I admit that he is no great authority 
the preſent inquiry: in the eleventh century. Theo- 
ylatt, and in the: fourteenth Nicephorus Callifti, 


m. Nom 1 ſhould have omitted as too modern, if they 
not HM orded not a proof that ſo late as their time no con- 
wrote FWpdictory account had forced itſelf into notice among 
bt, if We Greeks. Theophylact eſpecially warrants this in- 
irgum hence, for he was a very diligent and accurate inter- 
nich ter of Scripture, and yet we find in his writings no 


ce whatſoever of a ſuppoſition that St. Matthew 


gain ever 
: te in Greex. This learned biſhop in the Preface to 


tical H 


Zoſpel Expoſition of St. Matthew's Goſpel, ſays, © Matthew 

to ret wrote a Goſpel in the Hebrew language for the 

trade of the Hebrew believers, eight years after Chriſt's 
HebrWenſion : and John, as is reported, tranſlated it from 


> Hebrew into Greek. The latter clauſe contains 


ng cod 
1 eport, which no writer before Theophylact, has ever 


ce on 


n exiliutioned, and js contradicted. by Papias, who ſays 
; hiſtonfſt every one interpreted St. Matthew's Goſpel as well 
ader WR t: GB ee EINER Fo | 
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d hard i 22 A 0 * 1018 F 1 . 
ry tot Whoever wiſhes for more information relative to theſe may con- 
Velieve either Schroder or Lardner. ,'. 1 | | 
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as he could, and by Jerom*, who ſays, it is -uncertai 
who made our tranſlation of it. St. John's peculiz 
ſtyle likewiſe is a ſufficient proof that he was not tl 
tranſlator. The latter part therefore of Theophylad 
account I acknowledge is falſe: but we muſt: not then 
fore reject the former part. For he declares in poſitin 
terms, and without any expreſſions of doubt, that & 
Matthew wrote in Hebrew: but that St. John was tt 
tranſlator, a ſtory probably invented in order to inhang OL 
the canonical authority of the Greek tranſlation, k 
mentions as a mere report, without vouching for it 
talks 9655 A 1 

Though the ſubſcriptions to the books of the Ne 
Teſtament are of no great authority, becauſe their a 
thors are unknown, and ſome of them are manifc| 
erroneous: yet, ſince many Greek. manuſcripts conti 
ſubſcriptions to St: Matthew's Goſpel expreſſive of t 
opinion that he. wrote in Hebrew, but none, as far 
I recolle&, expreſſive of the opinion that he wrote 
Greek, this uniformity in the manuſcripts is not ut 
worthy of notice. The ſubſcription in the Cod 
Regius 2871 I have already quoted: and it appea 
from Wetſtein's Prolegomena, p. 46, that the Cod 
Stephan. 46, at the end of St. Matthew's Golpel, 
ec ru 247% Mar)oio coat Yee, Eyea On BEeayrs ev Thanar 
peta ern n Tig/'avannius. Wetſtein's Codex 80, nut 
bered 136, in my catalogue, has Eyea@n en Tieren 
ECgads DLGNEXT.: and a Roman MS: deſcribed 
Blanchini Evangeliarium quadruplex, P. 1. p. 3 
has eypaOn To ara Mathaio wayyenor tCparrs tis 
Innes fan Gopmuwighgroa ot hr 

The Syriac and Arabic ſubſcriptions agree with 
Greek. In the Syriac verſion, at the cloſe of St. M 
thew's Goſpel, we find Here ends the holy Gol 
according. to the preaching of Matthew, which 
preached in Paleſtine, in the Hebrew language. 
word e preaching in the Syriac ſubſcripuons — 
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me ſenſe as writing,” as appears from the ſubſcrip- 
ons to the Goſpels of St. Mark and St. John. In the 
rabic verſion; publiſhed by Erpenius, 15. the following 
blcription to, St. Matthew's Goſpel, which I quote 
the original, becauſe the edition of Erpenius is ſcarce: 
=; Jy N pd Jae 
x es et h. C ls 
5 | iS LA, O40 oz La A 
Here ends the copy of the Goſpel of the Apoſtle 
atthew v. He wrote it in the land of Paleſtine, by 
piration of the Holy Spirit, in the Hebrew language, 
bt years after the bodily aſcenſion of Jeſus the 
ella into heaven, and in the firſt year of the Roman 
peror Claudius Cæſar.“ The ſame opinion was 
tertained, I believe univerſally, by the learned Syrians. 
kaſt, the two moſt eminent Syrian writers, Barſali- 
us and Gregorius Bar-Hebræus, who lived in the 
lfth and thirteenth centuries, aſſert in their Prefaces 
the Evangeliſts, that St. Matthew wrote in Hebrew* : 
| Ebed Jeſa, metropolitan of Armenia, in the thir- 
th century, ſays in his Catalogue of Syrian writers?: 
athew, who compoſed the. firſt bdok of the New 
lament, wrote in Paleſtine, in the Hebrew lan- 
we ? | . | 
fore T conclude this ſection, I muſt take notice of 
naccuracy, of which ] was guilty in the firſt edition 
ths Introduction, becauſe, if I left it unnoticed, 
fs might fall into the ſame miſtake, I quoted 
| _ namely 


de Aſſeman's ſecond note in his Bibl. Orient. Tom. III. P. i. | 


13 


134 , St. Matthew's Goſpel, enay, Her. 


namely Hegeſippus, who lived in the latter half of th 
ſecond century, and before his converſion to Chriſtian 
was of the Jewiſh religion, Now fince the Jewiſh cot 


verts eſpecially may be ſuppoſed to have uſed a Hebei n. 
Goſpel, the teſtimony of Hegeſippus would in ti '» - 
reſpect, as well as on account of its- antiquity, be / 
very great importance in the preſent inquiry. BY 
ſince Euſebius, from whom alone we can derive inf 
mation on this ſubje&, the works of Hegeſippus bei tim 
no longer extant, has not quoted the words of ting 
writer relative to a Hebrew Goſpel, but ſpeaks only i a F 
his own perfon, and ufes expreſſions, which are 1 dra 
deciſive, I admit that the account of Hegeſippus, i d of 
the form! in which we have it, does not furniſh us wilhſ'iting 
any certain information in regard to the language, i ben 
which St. Matthew wrote. The paſſage in queſtion i uſeb 
as follows': en re Tv Ka ECpains cvayyias, tas ru Toęianrote 
M - 10:05, e Tis ES Tranmere T mines, cf | Ives | 
E&eauuy eguro, miriruxa;., Here Euſebius ſays, t hich 
Hegeſippus quoted from the Goſpel according to g le 
Hebrews: but fiace he has not added that this GolpWppol 
was the ſame; as the Hebrew original of St. Mattbeterta 
this paſſage is indecifive, OO © erbaf 
e ee | ſenti 
ig Ecelſ, Li, V. e 25. | - "Mes 
= This 70, Seeta xe, was probably the Syriac tranſlation of TatuWhat 
Diateſſaron, on which Ephrem the Syrian wrote a comments) ery f 
See Aſſemani Bibl. Orient. Tom III. P. i. p. 12, 1 3. and Beauſch is 


Hiſtoire des Manichéens, Tom. I. p. 304. Mace 
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i 
xamiuation of the queſtion, whether Origen and Euſebius 
in any part of their writings have argued, as if they ſup- 
wſed St. Matthew wrote in Greek, | 


T appears from the preceding ſection that the teſ- 
timony of the ancient writers, who have ſaid any 
ing exprefily on this ſubje& is unanimous in favour 
a Hebrew original. But Dr. Maſch has endeavoured 
draw over Origen and Euſebius to his party by the 
d of an induction from certain paſſages in their 
ritings, which in his opinion imply a Greek original: 
hence he argues, that in the places, where Origen and 
vſebius have related in poſitive terms that St. Matthew 
rote in Hebrew, they have related what they them- 
Ives did not believe. Before I examine the paſſages, 
hich Dr. Maſch has ſelected for this purpoſe. I muſt. 
eg leave to obſerve that, even if they imply what he 
ppoſes, they will not prove that Origen and Euſebius 
teftained the ſentiments which he aſcribes to them. 
erhaps no author can be produced, who is ſo uni- 
rmly conſiſtent and ſyſtematical, as never to advance 
ſentiment in 6ne part of his writings, from which 
ferences may be deduced, that are at variance with 
hat he has aſſerted elſewhere. We do not examine 
ery ſentence which we write in its full extent, and in 
Ilits conſequences: and therefore, as we do not always 
reſee the uſe which may be made of what we have 
titten, we may at one time indirectly contradict an 
pinion, which at another time we had directly af- 
med. Suppoſe an author then thus circumſtanced, 
nd that his real opinion was required, Ought it to 
e determined by the paſſage where the notion was only 
plied, or by the paſſage, where it it was expreſſſy 
cared? . Origen ſays in expreſs terms that St. Mat- 
bew wrote in Hebrew: Euſebius ſays the ſame, not 
ly where he quotes from other writers, but where he 
l 4 7 ſpeaks 
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{peaks in his own perſon, and where he ſpeaks pro- as b 
fefſedly on the ſubject. Admitting then that two otbe: Meri 
paſſages can be produced, for inſtance from their com. 
mentaries on the Bible, in which the ſame authors ha bich 
written in a manner which appears to be inconſiſtent o im 
with their former poſitive aſſertions, I aſk, whether vas 2 
their direct teſtimony is not to be preferred to tha ld 
which they have given only by implication ? I think Du 
doubt can be made that it ought, Beſides, when 1 
man aſſumes the character of an hiſtorian, he is mor{breek 
attentive to the facts, which he relates, than when EH ecou 
merely alludes to them in a commentary. This wt de. 
know from our own experience: and every one who but. M 
paſſed through a regular courſe of divinity in any H ctior 
our German univerfities | may have had an opportuanſ Th: 
of obſerving, that. Bis profeſſor 1 in reading lectures 01 or 
exegetical or dogmatical theology, has been guilty ofiatiag; 
inaccuracies relative to dates and councils, which bannot 
would have. avoided 1 in reading lectures an ecclefiaſticlMigin: 
hiſtory... - hat 
Thus far I have 3 as. if the js * produce 
by Dr. Maſch really contradicted thoſe, which I hae latth 
quoted in the preceding ſection. I will, now examindrtic 
the paſſages themſelves, and ſee whether they warn. 1 
the concluſions, which have been drawn from them. 0d b 
1. Origen in his Commentary on on St, Matthes dered 
rejects the words, Thou ſhalt love thy neighbour St. 
thyſelf, ch. xix. 19. and ſays: It is manifeſt, daß in 
there is a materia qifference in the mann * | 1 


n Pa 381. = the Cologne edition, or Vol. II. 671. oft 
Benediftine edition, : e 


o According to Dr. Maſch's repreſentation, p. 146. one migi 
ſuppoſe that theſe words applied to Matth. xix. 19. and that Ore 
meant to ſay, there was a difference in the MS8. in 2 to ü bis © 

words, Thou ſhalt love thy neighbour as thyſelf.“ But as far à Niere he 
underſtand Origen, this is not his meaning: he obſerves only | 
1 terms, that many alterations had been made in the M88. 


t. Matthew's Goſpel; and from this general aſſertion ee 
Tultify : a critical conjecture at the. place 3 in | quethon, 31 
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zas been occaſioned either by the negligence of tran- 
cribers, or by the audaciouſneſs of thoſe who have 
entured to alter the ſcriptures, or. by the liberties 
hich have been taken in adding or eraſing, in order 
o improve the text. Now as Origen, ſays Dr. Maſch“, 
vas accuſtomed to correct the Greek verſions of the 
DId Teſtament by the aſſiſtance of the Hebrew, he 
ould hardly have neglected in the preſent inſtance, 
here he doubted the genuineneſs of a paſſage in the 
reek Goſpel of St. Matthew, to have had likewiſe 
ecourſe to the Hebrew original, as the ſureſt means 
f determining the queſtion, if a Hebrew original of 
zt. Matthew's Goſpel had exiſted. —This is the ob- 
tion; I will now proceed to anſwer, 
That Origen did not appeal to a Hebrew original, 
order to determine the authenticity of doubtful. 
afſages in the Greek Goſpel, I readily admit: but I 
not conſider this neglect as a proof, that no Hebrew 
iginal exiſted, Dr. Maſch indeed aſſerts, p. 147. 
hat Origen had read, and occaſionally quoted a 
ebrew. Goſpel, which was reported to be that of St, 
atthew: but as 1 know not on what authority this 
flertion is made, I cannot enter into a diſcuſſion of 
„ If Origen was in poſſeſſion of the Hebrew Goſpel 
ed by the Nazarenes, we are not certain that he con- 
dered this Goſpel as the ſame with the Hebrew Goſpel 
St. Matthew; and therefore his neglect to appeal to 
in the caſe in queſtion will prove nothing”. But 
ppoſe Origen really, believed that a Hebrew Goſpel 
| his 00 Ron was St. ne original: yet an 


appeal 


ECT. V. : 


? Nen not only had: * the Hebrew Goſpel uſed by the 
zarenes, but tranſlated iti into Latin, and moreover was inclined 
believe that it was the original of St. Matthew's Goſpel*. Yet 
his Commentary on this Goſpel he leaves it unnoticed in places 
dere he examines the authenticity of readings: for inſtance, u, 
atth. v. 22. He thought probably that, even if it was the ori- 


. it was too A to be of any ſervice in a caſe of cri- 
elm. 


an original itſelf may be corrupted as well as a tran. 
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appeal to it would not have been the only deciſive me. 
thod of determining the authenticity of a text, ſince 
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lation. In examining a doubtful paſſage of the Latin 
verfion, in St. Luke or St. John's Goſpel for inſtance, 
of which no doubt is entertained that they were written 


originally in Greek, we do not inſtantly conclude that Ori 
the paſſage is genuine, when we have found that it is the 
in the Greek Goſpel of St. Luke or St. John: for the Were: 
Greek may be corrupted as well as the Latin. Now it Muſed 
is not improbable that Origen thought the HebreyMWvari: 
_ Goſpel of St. Matthew had been fo corrupted, as tothe | 
render it an improper criterion in ſettling the text hic 
the Greek: and if it was the ſame, as that which Hin th 
the' Nazarenes uſed, he did not think ſo without who! 
reaſon. 3 5 an at 
Further if we read in connection all that Origen hu but v 
written“ on the paſſage, Thou ſhalt love thy neigb - were 
bour as thyſelf,” our furprize that he did not appeal relate 
the Hebrew Goſpel will be ſtill more diminithed. He ther 
alleges various arguments, and as far as I can judge ineourf 
the name of others, rather than in his own, to ſhewiiqueſt 
that a doubt may be entertained on the authenticityMihat } 
of the paſſage in queſtion, but comes to no abſolut unde: 
deciſion either one way or the other. His priacipallthew? 
argument is the following. Jeſus appears to have ap Greek 
proved the young man's. anſwer, All this'F have kep!ſſtingui 
from my youth,” becauſe St. Mark immediately adds of a r 
Then Jeſus beholding him, loved him.” But if the to the 
commandment, © Thou ſhalt love thy neighbour ¶muſt 
thyſelf,“ had been obſerved by this young man from hWnfer | 
youth, there failed nothing to his moral accompliſlMooſpe 
ments, fince the love of our neighbour is the fulfillngWppeal 
of the law: and confequently Jeſus would not hago dra 
replied, © If thou wilt be perfect, fell that thou haliWable? 
and give to the poor.'—lIt appears from what I hav} 2. 
already faid, that Origen's inquiry in the preſent ir. M 


8 | ſtanchhrhich 
1 Tom. III. p. 669—672. | 
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ſtance is by no means a critical one: and therefore if 
he had poſſeſſed the . Hebrew Goſpel of St. Matthew 


in its utmoſt: purity, we need not be ſurprized, if he 
had not appealed to it. Immediately after the ſentence 


me. 
Ince 
ranl. 
tin 


ance, which Dr. Maſch has quoted from Origen's Commen- 
itten I tary, and which I have given in a preceding paragraph, 
that WM Origen writes as follows. © I have diſcovered, through 
: it is the aſſiſtance of God, a method of correcting the dif- 


r the 
ow tt 


ferences in the copies of the Old Teſtament, and have 
uſed the other editions as a criterion. When'T found 


ebrey variations in the copies of the Septuagint, I examined 
as to the readings of the other editions, and retained thoſe 
ext which they confirmed. Some readings which were not 
which {Win the Hebrew, I marked with an obelus, not venturing 


ithout MWwholly to reje&t'them. Other readings I marked with 
| an aſteriſk, namely fuch as were not in the Septuagint, 
but which I added from the other editions, becauſe they 
were confirmed by the Hebrew'. Now fince Origen 
relates this im the very place where he examines whe- 
ther Matth. xix. 19. be genuine, and yet has not re- 
courſe to the ſame critical method of determining the 
queſtion, as he had applied in the Septuagint, it appears 
hat he was not inclined, at leaſt not at that time, to 
ndertake the ſame laborious taſk 1n reſpe& to St. Mat- 
hew's Goſpel, as he had undertaken in regard to the 
Greek verſion of the Old Teſtament. He plainly diſ- 
inguiſhes the critical from the exegetical examination 
of a reading: he ſhews from his own example relative 
o the Old Teſtament, in what manner critical inquiries” 


en ha 
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our I muſt be conducted, and then concludes, Shall we 
from b nfer therefore that in Origen's opinion St. Matthew's 
ompliſſ. C oſpel was not written in Hebrew, becauſe. he did not 
falfillingWppeal. to it? I think not: but I leave it to the reader, 


ot harte draw that inference, which he thinks, the moſt pro- 
Qu. haſt able?. | | | T 
I. bau 2. There is another paſſage in Origen's works, which 
ſent iur. Maſch confiders as ftill more decifive than that 
ſtanohrhich J have already examined: namely in Origen's 
| | Homily 
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Homily on the Preface of St. Luke's Goſpel*. Hen 


Origen diſcovers in the word enex«gnov à tacit cenſure, pro 
on the part of St. Luke, of thoſe who had written Go 
Goſpels before him, a cenſure inapplicable to men in- 
ſpired by the Holy Spirit, and obſerves: * Matthe Con 
did not take in hand, but wrote by the inſtigation of eccl 
the Holy Spirit: in like manner Mark, and John, àrion 
alſo Luke. But they who compoſed the Gofpel, in. in | 
titled, The Goſpel of the Twelve, took in hand.“ 
Now ſince Jerom relates that the Hebrew Goſpel uſed 
by the Nazarenes, which was the ſame as that which b Gol] 
known by the name of. The Goſpel of the Twelve, Mi": 
was called likewiſe by many the Hebrew Goſpel of 
St. Matthew ?, Dr. Maſch confiders thę paſſage juſt 
quoted as a proof that Origen exprefily rejected the 
Hebrew Goſpel aſcribed to St. Matthew, and that he 
oppoſed it to the inſpired Greek Goſpel. But this is Nrepre 
more than I can admit: for though Origen rejects the 
Goſpel, called the Goſpel of the Twelve, and oppoſe d tre 
it to inſpired Goſpels, it by no means follows that he 
rejected therefore St. Matthew's Hebrew Goſpel, unlels 
it can be proved that in Origen's opinion the Hebrey 
Goſpel, of which he ſpake, was the very ſame as that 
which St. Matthew had written*?. As far as relates to WhiC 
the preſent inſtance, it is of no conſequence, what others 
thought of the: Hebrew Goſpel uſed by the Nazarenes, I Mas 
but what Origen himſelf thought of it: and it is not Is be 
improbable that, though Origen believed St. Matthev 


had written in Hebrew, (for he has exprefly declared paſſag 
it} he did not believe that the Goſpel uſed by the Na- _ 

| zarenes, was the ſame as St. Matthew's Goſpel. Or In ret 
if he belieyed it to have been originally the ſame, yet Net? 
in conſequence of the many alterations and additions, Nen 
EG. 7 rol 5 which bat t 

| whict 

Dr. Maſch quotes from Simon Hiſt. Crit. des Commentateurs du capab 

N. T. ch. v. p. 82. where Simon has quoted the paſſage from Greek i 
ebr, 


manuſcripts. It has been fince publiſhed in the Benedictine edition 
of Origen's works, Vol. III. p. 932. N 
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Iv, 
Here rhich had been made in it, he might have thought 
ſure, proper to diſtinguiſh it from the genuine uncorrupted 


Goſpel of St. Matthew. 


ritten 3. Dr. Maſch produces a paſſage from Euſebius's 


I ommentary on the Pſalms, from which he ſays, this 
on of eccleſiaſtical writer manifeſtly ſignifies that in his opi- 


nion St. Matthew wrote in Greek **. Euſebius namely 


n, rien S. . 5 See g 
in his Annotation on Pſalm Ixxviii. 2. which in the 


* in- 8 


nd. Peptuagint runs thus, Avoizw ev Ei ro 504% fax” 
uſed Me Eop amr meobanpatre an Nin, but in St. Matthew's 
ch z Goſpel, ch. xii. 35, is quoted in the following manner, 
elve; Abo ev Teapabonzic T0 oe jus" gprvFotuas Neg. RT's 
\el. of #7450215 xoope, explains this difference by ſaying : 
» juſt ECpaios wv o Marble omen kendo x. r. By ona 
d ther Dr. Match underſtands © Sr. Matthew's own 


vat be tranſlation,” and hence argues that according to the 
this 18 repreſentation of Euſebius, St. Matthew wrote in 
ts. the Greek. But the word :xdeoss does not neceſſarily ſignify 
ppoks a tranſlation: it ſignifies literally an edition, and ma 
hat he be applied to the Hebrew as well as to the Greek, Nor 
unleb will oceta, even if exdoors be conſtrued tranſlation, fig- 
lebren (fy © Matthew's own, but will rather denote a tranſ- 
1s that lation which was in uſe where St. Matthew lived; with 

to rhich explanation the word ««xenra: well agrees. I 


2 believe indeed that Euſebius by the words ECexios ww 
arenes Marbætog omeig exdooes e meant to ſay, Matthew, 
18 not : being a Hebrew, uſed the edition of his own country, 
atthen Ithat is, the: Hebrew Bible, and therefore quoted the 
eclared paſſage as he found it in the Hebrew. But even if 
ne Na- doi muſt be conſtrued tranſlation, ſtill o exdoors - 


in reference to St. Matthew, will denote a Chaldee and 
not a Greek tranſlation. The explanation -therefore 
given by Dr. Maſch is not defenſible, But were it true 
hat the words of Euſebius admitted of the interpretation 
which he has given them, yet no one can deny they are 
capable alſo of another: and ſince Euſebius has at other 
times - poſitively declared, that St. Matthew wrote in 
Hebrew, the explanation which agrees with this opinion, 
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and makes Euſebius conſiſtent with himſelf, is ſurely 
preferable to that, which involves him in a glaring 
contradiction. | 3 1% | 


* | L 
| E in 5 pro 
Additional arguments in favour of the opinion, that St. Mat Wi ſyna 
| thew wrote in Hebrew. the 
| peof 
A S I have ſhewn in the two preceding ſections tha WM verfi 
A the teſtimony of the ancients is uniformly in fa. WM read 
vour of a Hebrew original, it may appear unneceſſary ¶ and 
to produce any other arguments, ſince queſtions of hi- }{W as t. 
tory muſt. be finally determined by hiſtorical evidence. Jud: 
But if any reaſons can be aſſigned which ſhew that the Weaſty 
fact, for which I contend, is probable in itſelf, they ¶ inqu 
may be admitted as auxiliary or corroborative evidence. is wi 
In the firſt place then, it is agreed on all ſides * tha tiſe c 
St. Matthew wrote his Goſpel in Paleſtine and for the that 
immediate uſe of the inhabitants of that country, that 
as eccleſiaſtical writers call them, the Hebrews. Bu tame 
if St. Matthew wrote for the immediate uſe of the in wi 
inhabitants of Paleſtine, it is reaſonable ro ſuppoſe that ¶ in P 
he wrote in the language of that country, that is, Syto ume 
Chaldee, which eccleſiaſtical writers call Hebrew, «Mguag 
well as the more ancient language of the Old Teſtament: MW Antic 
This ſubject I have examined at large in the Introduc-Won th 
8 - WT: | e tion 
* Dr. Semler indeed makes an exception; for in his Hiſt. Eccli + 80 
ſelecta capita, Tom. I. p. 42, he ſays, Carpocrates et Cerintbul 
eum Alexandriz verſati fuerint, et tamen Matthæi evangelio uf * D 
ſequitur ut falſum fere fit, Matthæi Evangelium Palæſtinenſibus fuil*Wto the 
deſtinatum. But the circumſtance that Carpocrates and CerinthvM unleſs 
read St. Matthew's Goſpel in Alexandria, affords. not even a pre- That 
ſumption, that he did not write it for the immediate uſe of the ina · : very 
bitants of Paleſtine. Both Dr. Semler and myſelf have read St. Luke native 
Goſpel: we might therefore ſay on the ſame principles, Sequitur u Jeruſal 


falſum fit Lucæ Evangelium Theophilo fuiſſe deſtinatum. 


2 
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tion to the Epiſtle to the Hebrews*: and, as what I have 
ſaid on the language of that Epiſtle is equally applicable 
to that of St. Matthew's Goſpel, I refer the reader to 
it for further information“. | | 

Dr. Maſch indeed has brought nine arguments“ to 
prove that the Jews even of Jeruſalem univerſally un- 
derſtood Greek: but they really are of no value what- 
ſoever. His firſt argument is, that in the Jewiſh 
ſynagogues, as ſoon as a ſection had been read from 
the Hebrew Bible, it was , uſual to explain it to the 
people by. reading it in the Chaldee or the Greek 


SECT. VI. 


rely 
ring 


Mal 


that I verſion. Now it is true that the Greek verſion was 
in fa read in the Jewiſh ſynagogues in Egypt, in Aſia Minor, 
eſſary ¶ and other countries where the Jews themſelves, as well 
f hil. Nas the reſt of the inhabitants, ſpoke Greek: but in 
dence. Judæa, and in all thoſe countries which lay to the 
at the WW eaſtward, the Chaldee verſion was uſed. In the preſent 
„ they I inquiry therefore which is confined to Judæa alone, it 
dence. is wholly foreign to the purpoſe to argue from the prac- 


tha tiſe of reading the Greek Bible“. Another argument is 
or the chat many apocryphal books were written in Greek, and 
try, a that Aquila made a Greek tranſlation of the Old Teſ- 
Bu tament: but this proves only that there were countries 
of the in which the Jews ſpoke Greek, not that it was ſpoken 
ſe that Win Paleſtine, and that too above fifty years before the 
, Syro⸗ time of Aquila”. The aſſertion that the Greek lan- 
ew, * guage was introduced into Paleſtine in the time of 
ment. Antiochus Epiphanes is more than any one can prove: 
troduc· ¶ on the contrary, the victories of the Maccabees, and the 
tion BE p © ſubſle- 
x. Eecl H . | | 
Derinthn Sect. 2. | 
>elio vi * Dr. Maſch ſays, What ſervice could Aquila propoſe to render 
bus full to the Jews by making a new Greek tranſlation of the Old Teſtament, 
Cerinthuſi uleſs the Greek language was univerſally known to them? Arfwer, 
en a pre. That they, who did underſtand Greek, might read it.—It is ſurely 
the inha- 2 very extraordinary concluſion, that, becauſe Aquila, who was 2 
St. Luke WE native of Pontus, and lived half a century after the deſtruction of 
equitur u Jeruſalem, tranſlated the Old Teſtament into Greek, the inhabitants 
of Judza in the time of the Apoſtles likewiſe ſpoke Greek. 


u Pag. 138 — 142. . 
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ſubſequent enmity of the Jews toward the Grecian king 
of Syria, muſt have prevented the introduction of thai 
language. Another argument uſed by Dr. Maſch i, Wd to 
that in the Targum, and alfo in the Talmud, ſeven ;i 
Greek words and expreſſions occur: whence he infer, 
that the Greek language muſt have been well known to 
the Hebrews. Now we might with equal reaſon con- 
tend that, becauſe many Latin and French words hav If St 
been adopted in the German language, the Latin and 
French languages are univerſally underſtood in tha Wpoſi 
country, and that a Latin or French Bible would be 
intelligible to a German congregation. But every one 
knows that this concluſion would be falſe : and there- 
fore we cannot. conclude from fimilar premiſes that owr 
Greek book would have been intelligible to a Jewih 
congregation in Jeruſalem. In the Syriac language a 
much greater number of Greek words was adopted, 
than we find in any Targum, or even in the Talmud: 
yet, the Greek language was ſo little underſtood by the 
common people in Syria, that the Syrian fathers, not 
excepting Ephrem, who lived at Edeſſa, a Grecian 
colony, thought it neceffary to write in the language 
of the country 3.—As Dr. Maſch's other arguments 
prove nothing more than that the Greek language 
was ſpoken by the Jews who. lived in countries which 
lay weſtward of Paleſtine, and that they who lived in 
Jeruſalem might have learned Greek from the foreign 
Jews who reſorted to that city, it would be uſeleſs to 
attempt a confutation of them. To his objection, that 
St. Matthew's Goſpel, if written in Hebrew, (that is, 
Syro-Chaldee) would have been confined in its uſe to 
a very ſmall diſtrict, I anſwer, that Syro-Chaldee was 
ſpoken not only by the Jews of Paleſtine, but alſo by 
the Jews of Syria and Meſopotamia. . In Arabia like: 
wiſe were many Jewiſh families; and though Syro- 
Chaldee was not the language of Arabia, as it was of 
Syria and Meſopotamia, yet the Jews who ſettled there, 
and brought with them their Chaldee paraphraſe, 8 
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ting ned probably their native language. Nor muſt we 
that get that Arabia is the country, where Pantznus is 
h „ d to have ſeen the Hebrew Goſpel of St. Matthew 
vera BW the end of the ſecond. century; whence we ſee that 


afers, 
vn t0 


ontinued in uſe among the eaſtern Jews long after 
deſtruction of Jeruſalem, and the diſperſion of the 


con- Nes of Paleſtine. Os : 
hav f St. Matthew wrote before St. Luke, whether in 
and year 41, or 49, is immaterial, a ſecond reaſon for 
that ppoſing that he wrote in Hebrew may be ſought in 
1d be preface to St. Luke's Goſpel. In this preface St. 
y one re, at leaſt as I underſtand him, caſts an indirect 
there · ſure on the Goſpels which had been written before 
hat 2 own. Conſequently, St. Matthew's Goſpel, if it 
fewilh n exiſted, muſt have been unknown to St. Luke. 
jage 2 t this is inexplicable on any other ſuppoſition than 
opted, It St. Matthew wrote in Hebrew: for had he written 


Imud: Greek, whether in 41, or 49, his Goſpel could not 
by the Ne remained unknown to St. Luke, who had travelled 
s, no: h St. Paul through ſo many different countries, who 
recian Wl been with him in Jeruſalem, and ſpent two years 
nguage Cæſarea . However I fhall not inſiſt on this 
iments Mument, becauſe it depends on the ſuppoſition 
nguage it St. Luke wrote later than St. Matthew, which, 
which Hugh admitted by Dr. Maſch, ſome authors have 
ved in Nied. 25 6 C6018 457 

foreign WW third probable argument may be derived from the 
leſs to Hiations in St. Matthew's Goſpel from the Old Teſ- 


n, that {ent : for they more frequently agree with the Hebrew 
that 1, , than with the text of the Septuagint*, as Jerom 
uſe to Hobſerved in ſeveral places. Now this phenomenon 
lee was Hot be better explained, than on the hypotheſis that 
alſo by Matthew wrote in Hebrew, and that his Greek 
ia like- flator gave ſometimes- a literal. tranſlation of the 

1 Syro- ew quotations, but at other times conſulted the 
was of „ | Septu- 
d there, as el OH 
aſe, te- Nee Vol. I. ch. v. ſect, 3. of this Introduction. 
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Septuagint, and quoted the paſſages, as they ſtood i 
the Greek verſion”. ” 


II. 


Examination of the objections, which have been made toil oin, 
opinion, that St. Matthew wrote in Hebrew". 


15 TE firſt objection is, that among all the writ 
& who. have aſſerted that St. Matthew wrote 
Hebrew, not one has pretended to have actually { 
and uſed the original. | 105 
Now there are many books, beſide St. Matthes 
Goſpel, which are no longer extant in the language 
which they were written, and yet we do not dout 
that thoſe books once exiſted. It is ſurely not ind 
dible that a Goſpel written in Hebrew might dwind 
into oblivion, and become gradually extinct, after a. 
deſtruction of Jeruſalem, and the diſperſion of brew 
Hebrew Jews. Paleſtine ceaſed at the end of the i 
century to be a ſeminary for Jewiſh converts, who 
derſtood Hebrew: and to the Greek Chriſtians, 
Hebrew Goſpel was of no value. | 
But ſuppoſe the Hebrew Goſpel continued ſera} in 
cefituries in exiſtence, yet, if we except Origen 4 
Jerom, perhaps none of the fathers, who have {po 
of this Goſpel, were able to read it. The objed 
therefore applies chiefly, if not entirely to Origen : 
Jerom. But Jerom not only declares that he had 
the Hebrew Goſpel, which was believed to be St. 
| | F att thi 1 
e The exclamation of Chrift on the croſs, Matth. xxvii. 46. 
Eli, lama ſabacthani, is given in the Syriac verſion, without 2 
terpretation: but in the parallel paſſage of St. Mark's Goſpeh 
interpretation is added in the Syriac verſion, as well as in the GHfmatic 
This difference is not uttworthy of hotice, though I do not ti 
of ſufficient importance, to ground an argument upon it. 


| 
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hew's original, but even that he made a tranſlation of 

Origen indeed rejects the Hebrew Goſpel uſed by 
de Nazarenes, which is the Goſpel that Jerom tranſ- 
ted, whence 1t 1s inferred that in Origen's opinion the 
thor of it was not an Apoſtle. But this inference is 
able to many objections: for the Goſpel uſed by the 
lazarenes, which Jerom tranſlated, may have been 
iginally the work of St. Matthew, and afterwards ſo 
vrrupted by alterations and additions, as deſervedly to 
ſe all canonical authority. On this ſubject I ſhall ſay 
thing further at preſent, becauſe it will be particularly 
nfidered in one of the following ſections. But whe- 
er it is admitted that the Hebrew Goſpel uſed by the 
azarenes was originally the work of St. Matthew or 
Dt, yet, if we may credit the accounts of Euſebius 
d Jerom, Pantænus at leaſt ſaw it in the hands of 
e Chriſtians in Arabia Felix, a country where we may 
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ot 11t unreaſonably ſuppoſe that a Hebrew Goſpel muſt 
dwiußße been longer preſerved than in Paleſtine itſe]f*. 

after H. Another opinion is, that if St. Matthew wrote in 
1 of brew, and by Hebrew is to be underſtood the lan- 
the Mage ſpoken in Paleſtine in the time of the Apoſtles, 
who lyric tranſlation of the Greek Goſpel of St. Matthew 


iſtians Wuld have been wholly unneceſſary: for, as the Chaldee 
lect ſpoken in Jeruſalem differed from the Syriac 


ed fry in the form of the letters and in the punctuation, 


rigen Myrian need only have learnt the Hebrew characters, 

ve {po have underſtood St. Matthew's Goſpel in the ori- 

| object al. Rs ins, *. . ; 

Yrigen Mut if St. Matthew wrote in ancient Hebrew, this 

e had Hection will not apply. And if by Hebrew we un- 
and Chaldee, we muſt recolle& that we have a 


e St. 
| the\iac verſion of the Chaldee paſſages in the book of 
biel, This queſtion I have fully examined in the 
xvil +" Wtenth ſection of my Introduction to the Epiſtle to 
God Hebrews, to which I refer the reader for further 


in the Grmation“. 
ee The 


0 not thu 2 2 | p 
8 See Sect. 4. of this chapter. 
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3. The third objeQion is, that in St. Matthew 
Goſpel an interpretation is given of ſeveral Hebre 
words, for inſtance, Ch. i. 23. xxvii. 36. 46.: which 
would not have been given, if St. Matthew hai 
written in Hebrew, for the uſe of the Hebrews. 

Now if St. Matthew wrote in Chaldee, an interpre 
ration of Hebrew words was not improper: and u 
whatever oriental language he wrote, his Greek trail: 
lator would have added interpretations of the orient 
expreſſions, which he retained in the tranſlation, « 
Greek readers would not have underſtood them“. 
4. The fourth objection is, that in St. Matthen' 
Goſpel paſſages of the Old Teſtament are ſometing 
quoted not according to the Hebrew text but accordin 

to the Septuagint text: for inſtance, Ch. ii. 18. ii. 
. | 

Now this is a very extraordinary objection, becaul 
the paſſages of the Old Teſtament are commonly quot! 
in this ' Goſpel according to the Hebrew text, as 
obſerved by Jerom, who aſſigns as a reaſon for it, thi 
St. Matthew wrote in Hebrew. It is true, that font 
few quotations in the Greek Goſpel of St. -Matths 
agree with the text of the Septuagint. But this ml 
not prove that St. Matthew himſelf wrote in Gre 
and quoted from the Septuagint : for Hebrew quot 
tions from the Old Teſtament made in a Goſpel write 

originally in that language, may ſometimes at leaſt ha 
been given by a Greek tranſlator in the words of tl 
Greek verſion, which was in general uſe. Irenæus & 
tainly wrote in Greek, and quoted from the Greek tel 
of the New Teſtament: yet in the Latin tranſlation 
the works of Irenæus, the quotations from the N 

Teſtament, inſtead of being verbally rendered from! 

Greek, are given in the words of the Latin verli 

But if the agreement of theſe quotations with the Lal 

verſion will not prove that Irenæus wrote in Latin, " 

ther will the agreement of the quotations in St. M 

thew's Goſpel with the text of the Greek verſion, pi 

that St. Matthew wrote in Greek - 


rſion 
prefl 
dwer 
thou 
theſ 
the 
urſe 
anflat 


5. 


P. H. 


the wi 
lebten 
which 
v ball 


terpre 
and 1 
trau. 
Orientd 
on, 0 


itthen\ 
metime 
cordin 
3. Ui. 


becaul 
y quoi 
t, B 
it, tl 
1at ſon 
Matths 
this mi 
in Gre 
W quod 
el writtd 
leaſt hal 
ds of tl 
næus cd 
5reek tel 
{lation ( 
the Ne 
| from 
in verld 
the Lal 
Latin, | 
St. M 
ion, pl 


5.1 


Wc. vii. Of St. Matthew's Goſpel, 149 


5. Dr. Maſch objects that in the genealogy of 
hriſt, in the firſt chapter of St. Matthew's Goſpel, 
e proper names are written with the orthography of 
e Septuagint. Further, that 1n ſeveral places, where 
ere are no formal quotations from the Septuagint, we 
nd phraſes and modes of expreſſion, which were ma- 
ifeſtly taken from it: for inſtance, ch. v. 4. 5. 34. 
i. 8. XXIV. 15. 29. xxv. 36. compared with Ifaiah 
j. 2. Ix. 21. Ixvi. 1. Prov. viii. 17. Dan. ix. 2 
ai. Xill, 18. Ezek. xvijii. 7. 
Now I ſhall make no objections to theſe ſeven ex- 
ples (though 1 do not think them happily choſen, 
r ſome of them are real quotations), becauſe if not 
ven only but ſeventy paſſages could be produced from 
e Greek Goſpel of St. Matthew, which contained 
preſſions uſed in the Septuagint, they would not 
ove that 1t was not a tranſlation. Arguments of this 
nd are merely neutral and prove, neither on the one 
le, nor on the other. They ſhew only that the 
ron, who wrote the Greek Goſpel, was well ac- 
ainted with the language of the Septuagint: but they 
ve the queſtion wholly undecided whether that 
rlön was an original writer, or only gave a tranſlation 
the work of another. Both Jews and Chriſtians, 
ho lived in countries, where the Greek language was 
dken, and of courſe read the Bible in the Greek 
ron, were by daily habit fo familiarifed with its 
preſſions, that it would have been hardly in their 
wer io write, whether an original or a tranſlation, 
thout occaſionally introducing them. Beſides, four 
theſe ſeven examples are taken from Chriſt's ſermon 
the mount; if they prove therefore, that this diſ- 
urſe in the Greek Goſpel of St. Matthew is not a 
nſlation, they muſt prove at the ſame time, that 


pag. 130—134. f 
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_ Chriſt delivered it in Greek, which is more than D. 


Maſch himſelf would allow®. | tra 
With reſpect to the firſt part of this objection, H No 
the proper names in the genealogy of Chriſt are wre G. 
as they are in the Septuagint, it cannot prove that Hure 
genealogy was written originally in Greek, unleſs i iom: 
can be ſhewn that a tranſlator in rendering from i the 
Hebrew, muſt neceſſarily have retained the Hebe Gr 
orthography. When Dr. Maſch ſays, that a tranſlawiWioms 
could not have written all theſe proper names as amp 
find them in the firſt chapter of St. Matthew's Goſpd lang 
without turning every inſtant to the Septuagint, bi tran! 
muſt ſuppoſe, that a Greek tranſlator of a HebreWoſlat 
Goſpel in the firſt century was in the ſame ſituation Bight « 
he or I ſhould be, if we had to tranſlate from HebraWult n. 
into Greek. But a Greek tranſlator. would as read vt. | 
adopt the orthography of the Septuagint, as a Germ a 
tranſlator that of -Lyther's verſion: for the Greek Bi ulder 
was to him, what the German Bible is to us. Beſide erefor 
this objection, if valid, would prove too much: for emiſes 
would apply alſo to St. Matthew himſelf. 1 T 
6. Dr. Maſch aflerts*, that in St. Matthew's Gres mac 
Goſpel are found all thoſe qualifications, which diſch n thei 
a work to/ be an original, and which, without a mdfWatthen 
extraordinary combination of circumſtances, are not i But t 
be expected in à tranſlation. Moſt tranſlations, 'WſWelpel i: 
ſays, eſpecially ſuch as are literal, inſtantly betr 
themſelves as ſuch: and it is not difficult to diſco | 
even the language from which they were made, bf Abe 1 
n e wore: er cobier:e 
SOT": TIED | ? B Preſfo es even 


ds the Aramæan words, which occur in Chriſt's diſcourſes, 
ed in our Greek Goſpels according to the punctuation af | 
thaldee dialect, which was ſpoken in Jeruſalem, and was m 
refined than the Syriac, we muſt conclude that, though the [it 
diale& was ſpoken in Galilee, the former was uſed by Chriſt, wil 
vas probably owing to the circumſtance, that both Joſeph and 
came out of Judza. A Io 
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eſſion, which are peculiar to the language from which 
> tranſlates. | 
Now one ſhould ſuppoſe from this objection, that 
ie Greek Goſpel of St. Matthew was written in ſuch 
re language as to diſcoyer no marks of a Hebrew 
liom: for otherwiſe the objection is wholly inapplicable 
the preſent inſtance. But it is fo well known that 
e Greek Goſpel of St. Matthew abounds with Hebrew 
joms, that it would be a waſte of time to produce 
ramples?. Even were it written in the pureſt Greek, 
> language would be no abſolute proof that it was not 
tranſlation: for there are ſome, though not many, 
anſlations, which are ſo well executed, that they 
ight eaſily paſs for originals.— On the other hand, it 
oſt not be underſtood, that the hebraizing language 
St. Matthew's Goſpel affords a poſitive argument 
1 a Hebrew original, fince St. Matthew himſelf 
duld not have written in pure Greek. Though I deny 
erefore Dr. Maſch's inference, I do not, from his 
emiſes alone, , infer the contrary, __ Sp 
J. The ſeventh objection is, that no tranſlation ever 
s made without ſome few miſtakes : but that no one 
n ſhew any ſuch miſtake in the Greek Goſpel of St. 
atthew. | | . 
But this objection proves nothing: for if the Greek 
opel is a tranſlation, the original is loſt: and therefore 
„ | a com- 
The Greek Goſpel of St. Matthew hebraizes in a much greater 
free than the writings of St. Luke and St. Paul, than the Goſpel 
| Epiſtles of St. John, and the Epiſtles of St. Peter and St. James. 
has even more Hebraiſms than many books of the Septuagint; for 
ance, the Proverbs of Solomon, and the five books of Moſes, 
gh the latter are a very cloſe tranſlation from the Hebrew, The 


Kalypſe, though it contains more violations of the rules of K 
yet is written in ſuch flowing language, and has ſo'much both 


| Was 2 ; . » . 

\ the live beautiful and the ſublime, as to put it out of all competition, 
riſt, wr as the excellence of compoſition is concerned, with St. Mat- 
\ and Ms Goſpel. The only book of the New Teſtament, which is 


ten in worſe Greek, is the Goſpel of St. Mark: and this is 
ug rather to other cauſes, than to the number of Hebraiſins, 
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a compariſon between them, which alone cari determin 
the queſtion, cannot take place. 


EC 


he 
ept 


8. The eighth objection is, that the Greek fate 
quote the Greek Goſpel of St. Matthew, as an inſpiibe 
book, and with ſuch confidence, as implies that, nol. - 
withſtanding their declarations that St. Matthew wrote il. 
Hebrew, they really believed that they were uſing th 22 
words, which proceeded from the pen of the Eric © 
geliſt. t co 

To this objection I anfiver that the Greek fache an 
quoted the Septuagint as an inſpired work, and with Watt 
much confidence as they quoted the Greek GolpdFeadi: 
They who have not acceſs to an original muſt be caiihitho 
tented with a tranſlation: and, as ſome of them belie mon 

in the preſent inſtance that the tranſlation was maonfir 
by an Inſpired” writer, they entertained no doubt of nd c 
accuracy“. folun: 
9. Laſtly, as a proof that St. Matthew wrote pro 
Greek, it is alledged that the Greek Goſpel alrealhe pa 
exiſted, when St. Mark wrote. In ſapport of tiff: an 
| poſition Dr. Maſch has produced the following Wreck 
ample. The text of the Septuagint at Zech. xi. Nopied 
18 Ia ra Fr rug wolutvag, xo EXOTACUTE TH TooCars : on 
in St. Matthew's Goſpel, ch. xxvi. 31. the paſſage Nag, 
quoted thus, Hara roy Wo, xc Sog ihn ept ua 
T% Tpobara rns Wohung, and theſe very words are uiWions 
likewiſe by St. Mark, ch. xiv. 27. with exception Muri. 3 
runs woipuns, which St. Mark has not. This deviati eptuay 
of the two Evangeliſts from the Septuagint, and traf 
verbal agreement with each other, Dr, Maſch conſidMare 6 
as a proof, that St. Mark copaed from the Greek Goſſihade: 


of St. Matthew. 


ized, 
To this objection L anſwer that,” though the text 


35 {m1 


the Septuagint quoted by Dr. Maſch from Zech. vii Mat we 

which is that of the Roman edition, is very differ} .. 

from the quotation made in the Goſpels of St. Matth 

and St, Marky. i it is \ by: no means $ Jmprobable, that MW tn th 
tuagin 
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erm time of the Apoſtles there exiſted copies of the 
eptuagint, in which no ſuch difference was viſible. 
The various readings ſtill exiſting at this paſſage juſtify 
he conjecture: for inſtead of Waratare rug Woipeucs, 
as EXCTACHTE T% Weobara, the Codex Alexandrinus has 
para go Tov WO HE, Xo HooxogrioVnrovrz; Tw Weobara The 
rus. The difference between this text and that of 
he Greek Goſpel of St. Matthew is not fo material: 
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2oxoprio)ncovras is found in ſeveral MSS both in St. 
atthew's and in St. Mark's Goſpel. Further, this 
ading is quoted by Flaminius Nobilius (and moreover 
vithout 715 Tours, which is omitted by St. Mark), 
mong the various readings to the Septuagint: it is 
onfirmed by the Aldine and Complutenſian editions, 
nd other authorities, which may be ſeen in the ſixth 
olume of the London Polyglot. It is therefore not 
mprobable that in St. Mark's copy of the Septuagint, 
he paſſage in Zechariah was worded. as he has quoted 
and therefore his agreement in this inſtance with the 
reck Goſpel of St. Matthew will not prove that he 
opted from it. | 

On the other; hand, if the reading maratare rug 92 
bag, & r. N. and no other, was in the copies of the 
eptuagint in the firſt century, it follows that the quo- 
ions from Zech. xii. 7. as we find it both in Matth. 


wrote | 
- ajread 
- of tl 
ving © 
1. XIll. 
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paſſage 
ric hie 
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eption Wii. 31. and Mark xiv. 27. was taken not from the 
deviaiſeptuagint, but from the Hebrew Bible. Indeed 
and th araßare rug WosutV ng, in the plural number, would not 
 conſidWare ſuited the purpoſe. for which the quotation was 


ek GolMWide: for Chriſt, who made it at the time when he was 


ized, applied it to himſelf, who was the ſhepherd that 


ne text has ſmitren, as the Apoſtles were the ſheep of the flock, 

ch. xi. Mat were ſcattered abroad. It is u that two ſeparate 
7 differt RIS. 3551 N and 
. Matth : 


In the Arabic verſion of Zechariah, which was made from the 


le that 
| tuagint, we find CY ol,” which ay _—_ either war 


dara go, according as it 1s pointed. 


t conſiſts chiefly between warafw and WaroFov* r 
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and independent Greek tranſlators of the Hebrew tex 
at Zech. xiii. 7. would not have agreed perhaps in thy 
very words. Yet it is no neceſſary conſequence thy 
St. Mark copied from the Greek Goſpel of St. Matthes 
fince the agreement may be equally well explained He 
the ſuppoſition that the Greek tranſlator of St. Mat. 1 
thew's Goſpel copied from St. Mark s. 


— —— ——— | It, 1 


e n 1 

Obſervations on ſeveral paſſages in the Greek Goſpel | 

St. Matthew where the tranſlator appears to have ru op 

dered inaccurately: with conjefures relative to the wor ere. 

of the original, and the cauſes, which might lead a trait 
lator into error. OP 


FF the Greek Goſpel of St. Matthew is not the oriſfuts. 
1 ginal, which was penned by the Evangeliſt, m: 
cannot aſcribe to it a verbal inſpiration,” and it is mon 
over not impoſſible that the tranſlator in ſome fe 
inſtances miſtook the ſenſe of his author, We hatt 
no reaſon however to be alarmed on this account, beford.r 
cauſe the moſt material parts, or thoſe in which we 2 
chiefly intereſted, are recorded likewiſe by one or mol 
of the other Evangelifts. Beſides, as the Greek trag, » 
lation is really half Hebrew®, it is manifeſt that it is 
very cloſe one. Nor is it difficult for thoſe, who al 
well acquainted. with Syriac and Chaldee, which a 
abſolutely neceffary to a right underſtanding of 9 
Matthew's Goſpel, to diſcover in dubious paſſages ti 
words which were probably uſed in the original. 
I will mention one, which was made by Jerome 
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de ca. Bh, Matth. xxvii. 1. The word oe is 
pmewhat unſuitable to this paſſage, becauſe the events 
hich immediately follow, took place not late in the 
ening, but early in the morning, or between mid- 
ight and day-break. Jerom therefore ſays', Mihi 
detur evangeliſtam Matthæum, qui Evangelium 
ebraico ſermone conſcripſit non tam veſpere dixiſſe, 
uam ſero. Now I perfectly agree with Jerom, that 
t. Matthew did not uſe a word expreſſive of veſpere : 
ut doubt whether he uſed a word expreſſive of ſero. 
y conjecture. on this paſſage the reader will find in 
y Hiſtory of the Reſurre&ion*. _ 

5 — premiſed the authority of Jerom, I will now 
opoſe ſome conjectures of my ,own.. Ch. iii. 15. 
aoav d14%o0ouuny 18 not ſo ſuitable 0 the context, as 
are T% οπανατνhẽmZ b,, Which ſignifies all command- 


ents relative to religious ceremonies.“ Perhaps pf 23 
as uſed in the original®.—Cb. iv, 8. the tempter con- 
& Chriſt to the top of a lofty mountain, and ſhews 
im Tara; r Gανανντ,dgL ru X00 fav, Now if we take 
tele words in a literal ſenſe, the fact is utterly impoſ- 
ble: and if it was a mere illuſion, there was no ne- 


ten 
n the 
> that 
tthen, 
ed 01 


* Mat: 


Ve haut) for aſcending a lofty mountain. Here ſome 
unt, bord muſt have been uſed. in the original, which was 
h we aWoable of more than one tranſlation: perhaps VNN, 


bo moWich ſignifies the land, as well as © the earth?; or 
ek tray, which as well as oxvp5mm, may denote the land of 
is Wcltine'. Or thirdly, what is perhaps the moſt pro- 


tote „ur myRD by, that is, all the kingdoms of 
e Holy Land,” and that the tranſlator miſtook A 
NAR, which in the Septuagint is ſometimes rendered 
e It i is even e "I aha ans literally 

| ; 1 10 ee 


| Hedibiz Queſt: 4. aint W. p. 173. a Martianay. 
be my Note? to Maccab. i. 13. 
' Oizzperry is uſed in this ſenſe?, Luke iy. 5. Ads xi. 28, 
dee Daniel viti. 9. xi. 16. 41. Jerem. iii. 19. | 
dee Gen. ii. 1. Deut. iv. 19. xvii. 3. Iſaiah xxiv. 21. xl. * 


ble conjecture, it is not improbable that St. Matthew 
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© beauty,” and xoopmes has likewife this ſenſe, that th 
tranflation in queſtion was occafioned. by a too liter 
adherence to the original. Now all the kingdonz 
which exiſted in Paleſtine in the time of Chriſt, coull 
be ſeen from the top of mount Nebo®: St. Matthen 
therefore meant all the kingdoms of Paleftine, whid 
his tranflator converted into all the kingdoms of th 
world. — Ch. v. 18. es av wares Yer is not ven 
intelligible, for the queſtion. relates to the laws of Gol 
and the laws of God are not univerſally fulfilled. Per. 
haps the words of the original were 5971 mwy? 15 y 
which are capable of a different tranſlation from «ws a 
waits %,: for TY may denote for ever,” and 9 
if do was uſed in the preceding clauſe, would ſienih 
© but.” The meaning therefore of Chrift was, © As lon 
as heaven and earth remain, they ſhall not be aboltſhe 
but every thing ſhall be executeds.'—Ch. v. 48. ra 
is fomewhat obſcure. | A word expreſſive of peace d 
reconciliation, would be more- ſuitable to the conten 
than a word expreſſive of perfection. Perhaps =»! 
was uſed in the original, which admits both ſenſes. 
Ch. viii. 28, 29. mention is made of two demoniao 
whereas St. Mark and St. Luke mention only one 
Now. if the diale&, in which St. Matthew wrote, w 
the Syriac, this contfadiftion may be aſcribed to tl 
tranſlator. For in Syriac; when a noun is in what 
called the Status emphaticus, it has the very fan 
orthography in the ſingular, as it has in the plural*; an 
even in the verb, the third perſon plural is ſometime 
written like the third perſon ſingular, without the Va 
namely Y for . However I ſhall not infiſt « 
this explanation, becauſe I much doubt whether SWW'Perl 
Matthew wrote in Syriac“.— Ch. ix. 18. Jairus ſays 
his daughter ar: | ereaeurnee, © ſhe is already deadffe? W 
whereas, according to St. Mark, he ſays eoxarus txt 
_ © ſhe is at the point of death,” and receives the f 
| RS „ GN inte 


e See Deut. xxxiv.' 1234. From the top of Nebo, even mot 
Sinai may be diſcernſe. 5 


- 


P. N. 


at the 
Iiterd 
dom 
could 
atthey 
Which 
of the 
t ven 
f God, 
Pes 
9 
WY. 
and 9 
| Gonih 


moniac 
Ny one 
ote, Wi 
d to t 
what! 
Ty ſan 
ral'; an 
)Mmetine 
the Va 
inſiſt e 
ether I 
2s ſays 
ly dead 
a7 WS ON 
the f 


Inte 


even mo 


ECT. Mir. Of St. Matthew's Goſpel. 


itelligence of her death, as he was returning home 
companied by Chriſt. Various artifices have been 
ſed by the harmoniſts to reconcile this contradiction, 
nd with very little ſucceſs: but as ſoon as we refle& 
n the words, which muſt have ſtood in the original, 


157 


difficulty vaniſhes on this head. For N AW 
ay ſignify either © ſhe is now dead,” or © ſhe is now 
ying'.* St. Matthew's tranſlator rendered the word 
cording to the former punctuation, whereas be ought 
ther to have adopted the latter, as appears from what 
related by the two other Evangelitts?.—Ch. xi. 12. 
Bariheies Tw wear Biatira is fo harſh and obſcure, 
nd the expreſſion uſed by St. Luke” on the ſame occa- 
on, „ Ba, Ts Ots eveyyirGeras, is fo eaſy and 
tural, that there is reaſon to doubt whether St. Mat- 
w's original was in this paſſage rendered properly. 
ow eveyyenitu is in Hebrew : but if this word 
2 written WA with Samech inſtead of Sin, as it is in 
yriac, a tranſlator might render it by giaHα, eſpecially 
DN followed. in the ſame ſentence. For both 2 
d DAN ſignify, 1. Crudus fuit, 2. Violavit; and the 


rreſponding Arabic word Fes ſignifies alſo intempefive 
it, and vim intulit, If then St. Matthew wrote 
d DBT 28) DN PUT Mb), the tranſlator 


bt explain Wa by DAN, and conſequently render 
ie three words by n (aointa i Pave BST. I will 
ot affirm however that this ſolution is the true one, as 
s rather too artificial.— Ch. xxi. 33. wevfe amor, © he 
g a wine-preſs,” is an incorrect expreſſion, for it was 
foperly the vroanvov which was dug, and hence St. 
ark 1 has wevgev vero, which is correct. St. Mat- 
ew wrote probacly IP 22, an expreflion uſed by 
ah, ch. v. 2. on which I refer the reader to Lowth's 
te on that verſe. —Ch. xxi. 41. Azyeow avry ſeems to 
a falſe reading, not only. becauſe the words which 
low were, according to St. Mark, uttered by Chriſt, 
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avro is an interpolation: but for this aſſertion we hat 
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but becauſe! it is improbable that the Jewiſh priefy 
who certainly underftood the import of the parabl 
which Chriſt had juſt delivered to them, would hay 


given by St. Luke it appears that they actually gave! 
very different apſwer . In this paſſage therefore 8 
Matthew wrote probably NY, he ſaid, which wg 
miſtaken for TN"), © they ſaid,” perhaps by the tra: 
ſcriber, who wrote the copy, from which the Grech 
tranſlation was made. Further, if this miſtake ys 
made in the verſe in queſtion, the tranſlator muſt hat 
conſidered N ver. 42, not as a continuation d 
Chriſt's diſcourſe, but as a reply to what the Jew 
prieſts had ſaid. Perhaps objections may be made to 
this folution: but I know of no other method of r 
conciling in this inſtance, St. Matthew with St. Mat 
and St. Luke, and it is ſurely better to ſuppoſe thi 
St. Matthew's tranſlator made a miſtake, than to aſcrit 
the miſtake to the Evangeliſt himſelf; It is true tha 
the difficulty may be removed by faying that ay 


no authority, fince theſe words are found in all th 
Greek manuſcripts, except the Codex Leiceſtrenſs 
which cannot be put in competition with the united ev 
dence of all other manuſcripts. ' Neg, 
To the example which now follows I believe 1 
objection will be made. Immediately after Chriſt w: 
faſtened to the croſs*, they gave him, according to 8 
Matthew, ch. xxvii. 34. vinegar mingled with gall, bu 
according to St. Mark, ch. xv. 23. they offered hin 
wine mingled with myrrh. Here is a manifeſt conti 
diction, and of courſe in one of the two accounts the! 
muſt be an inaccuracy. That St. Mark's account 

| 3 tl 


* Axzcarre; 0 aro jon Yer. 


What is now the object of conſideration muſt be carefully diſt 
guiſhed from that which todk place ſeveral hours afterwards, ſho 
before Chriſt expired. p | 


P. IV. 
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e right one 9 from the circumſtance, that 
hriſt refuſed to Arink what was offered him, as appears 
oth from Matth. xxvit. 34. and Mark xv. 23. Wine 
ixed with myrrh was given to malefactors at the place 
f execution, in order to intoxicate them, and make 
em leſs ſenſible to pain. Chriſt therefore with great 
ropriety refuſed the aid of ſuch remedies. But if 
inegar was offered him, which was taken merely to 
ſſuage thirſt, there could be no reaſon for his rejecting 
Befides, he taſted it, before he rejected it, and 
erefore he muſt have found it different from that 
hich, if offered to him, he was ready to receive. To 
lve this difficulty we muſt ſuppoſe that the words 
ſed in the Hebrew Goſpel of St. Matthew were ſuch, 
s agreed with the account given by St. Mark, and at 
e ſame time were capable of the conſtruction, which 
as put upon them by St. Matthew's Greek tranſlator. 
or is it difficult to conjecture what theſe words were. 
uppoſe St. Matthew wrote N 2 an, which 
omfies © ſweet wine with bitters, or © ſweet wine and 
yrrh, as we find it in St. Mark, and St. Matthew's 
anſlator overlooked the Jod in Non, he took it for 
MN which ſignifies © vinegar:* and bitter * he tranſ- 
ted by Xen, as it is often rendered in Septuagint. 
Nay, 


There write the words in Chaldee; to make them Hebrew we 
only ſubſtitute 77 for N. HE 


d in Chaldee, in Syriac, and . fig- 
y acetum. In Hebrew the word would be written mon. F arther 
N in Chaldee and Syriac, as well _ +> in Arabic, ſignifies 
as fuit, Hence X20 and in the ſtatus emphaticus RN, may 


nify vinum dulce. In Latin, Dultia is particularly uſed to denote 
de mixed with myrrh. See Briſſonius de verborum fignificatione, 
306. | RET : | 
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meant to expreſs © ſweet wine”: if 


true, that the reading dia ru meoÞyre Hoaw, Matth. Xii. 


Hound in moſt of the Greek manuſcripts in his time, 


quotes a paſſage, may be reaſonably expected to knoi 


ae 


rk ak. 2 
7 
r 4 1 * 2d 
2 # . — tt ES 


4 2 * 


„ and have {ii 
„the difference 
conſiſted only in the points, for the ſame word 809 
which, when pronounced Hale, fignifies © ſweet,” de 
notes, as ſoon as we pronounce it Hala, © vinegar, 
The tranflator of St. Matthew's Goſpel nuſunderſtoo 
the words of the original; but St. Mark, who had bee 
better informed by St. Facr, has given the true a. 
count“ 

Other contradictions, which the he have not 
been able to reconcile, might perhaps be removed in 
the ſame manner: and by ſhewing that the diſcordancig 
arofe, not from St. Matthew himſelf, but from hi 
tranſlator, objections may be anſwered, which ha 
been made both to the inſpiration of the Apoſtles, and 
to the Chriſtian religion itſelf. For inſtance, if it be 


Nay St. Matthew may have written Ng 


35. on which Porphyry grounded one of his objeCtiony 
be genuine in reſpect to the Greek Goſpel, and fron 
Jerom's anſwer we muſt really conclude that it wa 


it is poſſible that the reading is not genuine in reſped 
to the Hebrew original, for it is poſſible that Horan 
was added by the "Greek. tranſlator who might hat 
borrowed it from the 14th verſe. An author, wh 


from what book he quotes it: but the ſame knowledg 
15 not always to be expected Hol. a tranſlator. 


er. IX, g / St. Matthew's Goſpel. 161 


e ſhi EE 

oo e. IX. 

de Haw Goſpel uſed by the Nazarenes and the 
Ebionites: and whether this Goſpel, in its primitive late, 


was the Hebrew Goſpel of St. Matthew. 


HE queſtion, whether the Hebrew Goſpel uſed by 
the Nazarenes was written by St. Matthew, muſt 
t be confounded with the queſtion, whether Sr. Mat- 
w wrote a Hebrew Goſpel; though the latter be 
te, the former may not, fince it is poſſible that more 
In one Hebrew Goſpel was compoſed. We muſt 
wiſe diſtinguiſh the Goſpel of the Nazarenes in the 
te, in which it was known to the Fathers of the 
od and fourth centuries, from the original ſkate of - 
& Goſpel: for in its. original ſtate it may have been 
work of St. Matthew, and yet have been afterwards 
nterpolated and corrupted, as to be no longer the 
te Goſpel*. The queſtion therefore to be examined 
whether the Goſpel of the Nazarenes was originally 
lame as the Hebrew Goſpel written by St. Mat- 
v. 

Among the various writers on this ſubject, I would 
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Tr, wioWicularly: recommend Simon Hiſtoire critique du 
to Knoie du N. T. ch. 7, 8. where the queſtion is an- 
owledg red in the affirmative. On the other fide may be 


Mali Examen hiſtoriæ criticæ, cap. 7, 8.: but 
us was rather à zealous adverſary, than a calm con- 
r of Simon, for he. argued chiefly from the inter- 
tions in the Goſpel f the Nazarenes, which Simon 
already acknowledged as ſuch, apd conſequentiy 
written . by. & Matthew. Further may be con- 
d Mill's ee FA 42-749 and Fe 
1 Dr. 


0 


d. Ne wrote in R {ha from the tende de⸗ 
ay Goſpel of the Nazarenes- and the Greek Goſpel of St. 


ol. III. | : * 
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Dr. Maſch's treatiſe on the original language of vi 
Matthew's Goſpel, where the queſtion is examined mit 
ſo much the more minuteneſs, as it afforded the auth 
an opportunity of attacking the opinion, that St. My 
thew wrote in Hebrew, on its weakeſt fide, On th 
Nazarenes and the Ebionites Epiphanius has written! 
his 29th and goth Hereſy: but as the accounts gin 
by this Greek Father ſtand in need of eritical com 
tions, the reader would do well to conſult at the fant 
time Moſheim de rebus Chriſtianorum ante Conſta 
tinum Magnum, p. 324—332, and Walch's Hiſt 
of the Heretics“, Vol. i. p. 99—124. So much a} 
neceſſary for the examination of the preſent queſt 
I will deliver as conciſely as poſſible. | 
Both the Nazarenes and Ebionites were Chriſtians 
Jewiſh origin, who lived for the moſt part to the a 
of Jordan and the Orontes; and the principal city 
the Nazarenes was Pella. The Nazarenes retained i 
name, which was originally borne, not by a ſingle ſe 
but by the followers of Chrift in general”: the Ebionlt 
derived their name either from the Hebrew word Ebi 


very reaſon, were prejudiced againſt the Hebrew Gol 
which the Nazarenes uſed. . Among the Ebionl ol, 
there were ſeveral who underſtood Greek *; their mo 

a N | | ; there 
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7 Sce Acts xxiv. 5. 
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erefore for rejecting many books, which we receive, 
uld be no other, than that they contained doctrines, 
ich were not compatible with their own ſyſtem. 
. Mm ſects made uſe of a Hebrew Goſpel, which was 
Du ned the Goſpel of St. Matthew, but which contained 
ittenggany paſſages not found in the Greek Goſpel of St. 
5 geügerthew. Both ſects agreed in retaining the Levitical 
Cora,, at the fame time that they profeſſed themſelves 
ie flowers of Chriſt: but they differed from each other 


on this reſpect, that the Ebionites conſidered Chriſt as 
Hit mere man, whereas, the Nazarenes, if not all, at 
ch tt ſome of them, are ſaid to have aſcribed to him a 
queliWine origin. According to Moſheim and Walch theſe 


o ſets began in the ſecond century*: and at the end 
the fifth century they appear to have been extinct. 
rom, who wrote at the beginning of the fifth century, 

ſcribes the Nazarenes as a ſect then exiſting, but after 
time they are not mentioned in eccleſiaſtical hiſtory. 
Is true, that a ſect called Nafirzans exiſted at Perrha 
the Euphrates in the beginning of the fixth century: 


iſtianst 
the el 
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uned t 
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rd Eb they were totally different from the Nazarenes, for 
ght, My derived their name, not from Nazareth, but from 
ects "I Nafirzans of the Old Teſtament, and were a ſet 
oints Mſuperſtitious monks, who made it a rule never to 
jected or drink, except at the ſacrament of the Lord's 
Ebiougper, which however they repeated fo frequently every 
But 25 , as to ſecure themſelves from the danger of dying 
could Wer through hunger or thirſt'. This 1A therefore 
W. MB be carefully diſtinguiſhed from the Nagarenes, 
rather NM are the ſubje& of inquiry in this ſection. 3 
= = bough both the Nazarenes and the Ebionites had 


brew Goſpel, which was called the Goſpel of St. 


zbable tl Matthew, 
ch the) | ©6639 | 
ers, for The Ebionites were however more zealous in this reſpect than the 
rew GolWrenes, for they inſiſted on the obſervance not only of the Law 


Ebioni 
their mo! 
cherdl 


oſes, but likewiſe of all the additions which had been made to ir. 
ie Rabbins. i 1 


dee Aſſemani Bibl. Orient. Tom. I. p. 41a. 
1 
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Matthew, it is poſſible that the Goſpel uſed by th 
former differed materially from that which was uſed hy 
the latter. Our accounts of both are very imperfed, 
but of the two we have the moſt knowledge of tha 
which was uſed by the Nazarenes: Jerom, who ng 
only read, but copied and tranſlated it, relates that | 
was written with Hebrew letters, but in the Chalde 
diale&t*. The circumſtance that it was written wil 
Hebrew letters was undoubtedly the cauſe of its being 
ſo little known to the Syrians, who, would have un 
derſtood it, if it had been. written with Syriac ch 
racters. SS . | "= 

It has been ſuppoſed, though perhaps without ſuff 
cient reaſon, that Tatian, an. Aſſyrian writer of th 
| ſecond century, made uſe of the Goſpel of the Nau 
renes, in compoſing his harmony, which is general 
Called di reooupwr, but ſometimes Jia were, on the ſup 
2 that it was compoſed out of five Goſpels 
Were the ſuppoſition grounded, the Harmony 
Tatian, and the Commentary, which Ephrem wrotet 
it“, would be of ſome importance in the preſent i 
quiry: but neither of theſe works are now extant; 1 
Tatian omitted the genealogy of Chriſt, becauſe, 
ſome ſay, he was a Docete : but he might have omitt 


d In Evangelio juxta Hebræos, quod Chaldaico quidem 970 
ſermone, ſed Hebraicis literis ſcriptum eſt, quo utuntur uſque hal 
Nazareni, ſecundum Apoſtolos, ſive, ut plerique autumant, | 
Matthzum, quod et in Cæſarienſi habetur bibliotheca, narrat hiſto ch 
- &c. Hieronym, adv. Pelagianos, Lib. III. Tom. iv. p. 533. 
Martianay. When therefore the ſame Father, in his Note to Mat 
xii. 13. ſays, In Evangelio quo utuntur Nazareni et Ebjonitz di 
nuper in Græcum de Hebræo ſermone tranſtulimus, et quod vod 
a pleriſque Matthzi authenticum, &c. it is evident that he uſed 
word Hebrew in its moſt extenſive ſenſe, ſo as to include allo WF That 
Simon Hiſt. crit. du texte du N. T. Ch. VII. p. 74. Fab 
Codex apocryphus Nov. Teſt. Tom. I. p. 379. Beauſobre Hi 5 
du Manicheiſme, Tom. I. p. 303, 304 + REED was 


4 Aﬀemani Bibl. Orient. Tom. III. P. 1. p. 379. Hero 
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Of. St. Matthew's Goſpel. 


on the authority of the Hebrew Goſpel. This how- 
ver is only conjecture. It is more certain that Origen 
as acquainted with this Goſpel, for he has ſometimes 
oted it in his Commentary on St. Matthew“: but 
did not receive it as the genuine work of an 
poſtle. | b | 


165 


jerom found a copy of this Goſpel, which in his 
me appears even in Paleſtine to have become ſcarce, 
the library of Cæſarea, which had been formed by 
e martyr Pamphilus. Another copy was lent him by 
e Nazarenes at Berœa in Syria, the city which is now 
led Aleppoꝰ. This copy Jerom tranſcribed, and 
anſlated into Latin“: his tranſlation however, as well 
the original, is unfortunately loſt. After the time 
Jerom no eccleſiaſtical writer appears to have uſed 
even to have ſeen the Goſpel of the Nazarenes: the 
itſelf dwindled gradually away, and conſequently 
eir Goſpel, which few perſons could read, fell by 
grees into oblivion. Single copies were probably 
ferved for ſome time in different libraries; but few 
blic libraries in the Eaſt eſcaped the ravages of the 
mes on the invaſion of the Safacens, and the copies, 
ich remained in private families, were probably 
own aſide as unintelligible and uſeleſs, as ſoon as 
ar value was forgotten. It is probable therefore that 
other traveller into Aſia will have the ſame ſucceſs at 
ppoy as Jerom cn oh 7 | 
In examining the Goſpel of the Nazarenes, one of 
firſt queſtions which occur is, whether it had the 
d chapters, with which the Greek Goſpel of St. 
tthew commences. Epiphanius, who was born in 
eſtine, and therefore had the beſt means of infor- 
67 1 KA n | mation, 


That Aleppo and Beroea are one and the fame city, appears 
the accounts of the Syrian writers of the ſixth century, who 
ſe of Aleppo what contemporary Greek hiſtorians relate of Bercea, 
the geographical Index to the ſecond volume of Aſſemani Bibl. 
antalis, and conſult the paſſages to which reference is there made. 


Hieronym. de Vir. illuſtr. Tom. IV. p. 102. ed. Martianay. | 
* 1. 3 | | 
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This inſtance however is not deciſive, . becauſe Jem 


7 
mation, did not rake the pains to procure it: for in H. 
deſcription, of the Nazarenes, he ſays, I know wi, 
whether they alſo (namely as well as the Ebionte 
omit the genealogy from Abraham to Chriſt*.” E er 
phanius then had neither ſeen the original, nor Jerome 
tranſlation of it, (provided the tranſlation was t t 
made): for if he had, he could not have remained rei 
doubt. Jerom, who had the greateſt knowledge of Hu 
ſubject, has no where poſitively declared whether ti 

Nazarene Goſpel had theſe two chapters or not: Wü ler 
is not extraordinary, becauſe he had given a tranſlatig of 
of it, and therefore none of his cqntemporaries cod 
want any further information. But as this. tranſlatig rop 


has not deſcended to the preſent time, the only methum 
which we have of coming at the truth, is to collect uo. 
ſingle paſſages, in which Jerom has occaſionally me 


tioned this Goſpel, and to draw inferences from then di- 


In his Note to Matth. ii. 15. be exprefles a douli 
whether the words, Out of Egypt have I called q 
ſon, were taken from Hoſea xi. 1. or from Num 
xxiii. 22. Now gif the Hebrew Goſpel of the N uod 
renes contained the chapter, in which this quotation 
made, Jerom could hardly have doubted whether Muti 
quoted paſſage was taken from Hoſea xi. 1. or rita 


adds that he writes in this place © propter contentioſ scat 
he himſelf therefore did not believe, that the quota Whms 
was taken from Numb. Xxiii. 22, but advanced 
merely to ſilence his adverſaries. On the other haifiſhe N 
from his Note to Matth. ii. f. we might conclude bapt 
he really found this chapter in the Hebrew GolpWliun 
for on Bethlehem Judæaæ, be ſays, Librariorum Mie ir 
error eſt, putamus enim ab Evangeliſta primo cdiveron 
ſicut in ipſo Hebraico legimus, Jude, non Judt. N 
Now the words in ipſo Hebraico can have no olfcant 
meaning than in the Hebrew Goſpel: for they cauiew 
refer to the Hebrew of the prophet Micah, whence ifere 
quotation; was borrowed, becauſe in that place ther pinie 
neither Bethlehem Jude, per Fangen Inga „ 
ee Bethleh 


7 
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* in hy ; 
OW non 


-thlehem Ephratha. Yet it is difficult to comprehend 
ow Jerom could diſtinguiſh in the Hebrew Jude from 


one ee, for both are exprefſed by MMM . I ſuſpe& 
' Eicrefore that Hebraico is a miſtake for Greco, ſince the 
JeronWWreck has really Is9,**, There is a ſtill more important 
as tba age in Jerom's treatiſe of illuſtrious men, to which 
* referred in the preceding note, and which J will here 
e OL Ill 


note at full length, becauſe we can judge only from 
e connection, whether he meant to ſay that the 
lebrew Goſpel of the Nazarenes, or only the Greek 
oſpel contained the ſecond chapter. Matthzus, 


ther ti 
: whit 
anllati 


es coli et Levi, ex publicano Apoſtolus, primus in Judæa, 
anſlatuWropter eos qui ex circumciſione crediderant, Evange- 
methaßzum Chriſti Hebraicis literis verbiſque compoſuit, 
ollect od qui poſtea in Græcum tranſtulerit, non fatis 
uly mWrtum eſt. Porro ipſum Hebraicum habetur uſque 
n then Woodie in Cæſarienſi bibliotheca, quam Pamphilus 
a doulifartyr ſtudioſiſſime confecit. Mihi quaque a Nazareis, 
called avi in Berœa urbe Syria hoc volumine utuntur, de- 
n NumWribendi facultas fuit. In quo animadvertendum, 
he Nuß od ubique Evangeliſta, five, ex perſona ſua, five. ex 


otation Wſerſona Domini ſalvatoris, veteris ſcripture teſtimoniis 


gether butitur, non ſequatur ſeptuaginta tranſlatorum auc- 
. or lritatem, fed. Hebraicam : e quibus illa duo ſunt, * Ex 
uſe ]eWEoypto vocavi filium meum, et * Quoniam Nazaræus 
neniooocabitur.” Here it is evident that, if the words in quo 
> quotatiWumaduertendum refer to loc valumine in the ſentence 
Jvanced Hnmediately preceding, the Hebrew Goſpel. uſed by 
N e Nazarenes muſt have contained at leaſt the ſecond 
clude V 


bapter, for the two quotations, Ex — vocavi 
lum meum, and Quoniam Nazaræub vocabitur,' 

re in Matth. ii. 15. 23. On the other hand, ſince 
erom at the beginning of this paſſage had ſpoken of 
. Matthew in general terms, it is poſſible that he 


W Golpt 
forum 1 
mo editu 
on Jud, 


re no 0tant to refer to the Evangeliſt, without having in 
they caugew the Goſpel of the Nazarenes in particular. At 
whence fferent times therefore I have entertained different 
ace the pinions on this ſubject, but it appears toume at pre- 


Le ; at, that Jerom really meant the Goſpel, of the Naza- 
" Bethlebl | 


„ renes, 
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many paſſages, which are not in our Greek Goſpel d 


deſcendit fons 'Oomnis Spiritus ſancti, et requievit ſupt 


a withered hand fays, Cœmentarius eram, manibi 


ſanitatem, ne turpiter mendicem cibos. At ch. vi 
21. 22. the text was worded thus, Si peccaverit fra 
tuus in verbo, et ſatis tibi fecerit, ſepties in die ſuſciſ 


Reſpondit Dominus et dixit ei: etiam ego dico tib 
; uſque ſeptuageſies. Etenim in prophetis quoque, pol 
N bog uncti ſunt Spiritu ſanto, inventus eſt ſermo pet 


: tal: cum dediſſet findonem ſervo” ſacerdotis, ivit a 
: Jacobumn, et adparuit ei. Juraverat enim Jacobus 


CT. 


renes, and conſequently that it conmilcd* the {econ 
ghapter_ : 
The Goſpel of the Nazarenes had, on "te other bank 


min 
ewil 
ter, 


| wee 
St. Matthew. For inſtance; ch. iii. Eece mater dom, ia 
et fratres ejus' dicebant ipſi, Joannes Baptiſta baptiu ed d 
in e peccatorum: eamus et baptizemur t Je: 

Dixit autem eis; quid peccavi, ut vadam et b eccl 
5 ab eo, niſi forte hoc ipſum quod dixi ignorantiſicbre\ 
eſt*. After the account of Chriſt's baptiſin follow ano 
Factum eſt autem, cum aſcendiſſet dominus de aqufiritur 
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eum. Et dixit ille, fili mi, in omnibus prophetis ex 
pectabam te, ut venires, et requieſcerem in te: tu enin 
es tequies mea, tu es filius meus primogenitus, qui 
regnas in*ſempiternum . At ch. xii. 18. the man wil 


victum quizritahs : ptecor te, Jeſu, ut mihi reſtitux 
illum. Dixit illi Simon diſcipulus eſus: ſepties in di 
In ch. xiviil. is the following relation: Domini 


non eomeſturum panem ab illa hora, qua biberat calice 
Domini, . ee viderat eum reſurgentem a dormie 


tibus . And aq after this. paſſage is, Adferte, ai be 
Dominus menſam et panem.— Tulit panem et ben 

dinxit at fregit, et poſt dedit Jacobo Juſto, et dixit . 

| "ior: we ak ee e tum, quia refurrexit flu Hiero 

1 | 0 2 . | | 7 homin ' Epiſt, 

Pol yt 133 8 ; n Hierc 

„ „ Hicronjin. adv. Wü e 115 W. » Perk 

Hieronym. Lib. IV. Comment. a jen; cap. Tr. Sy it 

FT, text 
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minis a dormientibusk. In the 28th chapter was 
ewiſe a paſſage relative to Chriſt's appearance to 


Iv, 


cond 


hand tcr, which Ignatius has in Greek as follows. Ka: 
el d b Wees rug ee Iexęor nber, On auTo gs, Aubert nr 
miu, +2: dere ori z E Ierrprovcy ow T0). Ignatius in- 
tial ed does not ſay whence he derived this quotation : 


ur ab 
t bays 
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15 en 


t Jerom, under. ihe article Ignatius, in his catalogue 
eccleſiaſtical writers, ch. 16. ſays that it ſtood in the 
ebrew Goſpel of the Nazarenes. Further, Jerom lays 
another placen, Cum enim - Apoſtoh eum putarent 
iritum, vel (ſecundum evangelium, quod Hebræorum 
itant Nazare1) incorporale "demonium. 

Theſe and other paſſages in the Goſpel of the Naza- 
nes, which are not contained in the Greek, the 


1 enin 

3, di briſtian Church has not received as Scripture autho- 
n willy. Yet the paſſages which Jerom has quoted, he has 
anibuWOoduced, as reſpectable though not Scripture authority: 


eſtitut 
. XVI 


d the paſſage, which Ignatius quoted, is produced by 


is apoſtolical Father as a part gf the facred writings. 
it frais however improbable that ee from the 
ſaſcinW&n of St. Matthew“: for if ty had, it is hardly 
in de edible that ſuch long and remarkable paſſages would 
eo übe been omitted in the Greek. The ancient tran- 
e, pol rders of the Goſpels. were always more ihelined to 
no pet ert new paſſages, than to eraſe what already exiſted: 
ominuſe muſt conclude therefore that, if the Hebrew Goſpel 


'ivit n ed by the Nazarenes was St. Matthew's” original, it 


obus M eived various additions, after the Greek trandflationh 
calicelfſſÞ4 been made, and that hence aroſe the difference 
ſormienltween the Hetiew and the Greet testsni In addition 
erte, 4 be r toad. by: St. Matthes many other 
et bent 6 accounts 
dixit ef 5 

dit fili dene en. n ade Ecclefiaſt I. iv. Jacobs 

| Epiſt. ad Smyrnenſes, cap. 3. 


hominl 
[as " Hieronym. Opera, Tom. 11. p. 478. ed. Martianay. 
: Terhaßs the paſſage quoted by Tenatius 1 may be excepled: * 


dach it is in no Greek MS. at preſent, it might have been in the 
uk text, when Ignatius wrote. r e 
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accounts relative to Jeſus Chriſt muſt have circulalf 
among the Chriſtians of Paleſtine in the. firſt centunl 
and as every. thing, which related to ſo remarkable; 
perſon, was. undoubtedly. confidered as highly imp. 
tant, it is not extraordinary that they who had copiz 
of St. Matthew's Hebrew Gofpel, ſhould add in th 
margin whatever information they could procure, wit 
an intention of making the hiſtory of Chriſt as complet 
as poſſible. In ſubſequent tranſcripts theſe margin 
additions were taken into the text: and thus the Gos 
of the Nazarenes received an acceſſion, from which thi 
Greek Goſpel remained free. It is true that the Heb 
Goſpel ceaſed in this manner to be the unadulterate 
work of St. Matthew: yet the Nazarenes might {il 
conſider it upon the whole as a ſacred and divine bod 
more eſpecially if the additional accounts had be 
derived from the Apoſtles themſelves, as one of th 
names, by which the Goſpel. of the Nazarenes is di 
tinguiſhed, appears to imply. For it was called, n 
only the Goſpel acgording to St. Matthew, but for 
times alſo the Goſpel according to the Apoſtles®. 

\ Beſide the interpolations in the Goſpel of the N. 
ranes, it is probable that the Hebrew text differed | 
many paſſages from the Greek: and therefore, if 
were now-extant, we might be able to collect from 
various readings, Origen, who bad acceſs. to it, mil 
no critical uſe of it; either becauſe he thought the te 
too corrupted to be applied in emendation of the Gree 
or becauſe, he was unwilling to undertake the: fa 
critical taſk. in ereſpect to the New Teſtament; as he bd 


tho 
dever 
olpe 
a8 [i 
t tha 


1 He 


done in reſpect to the Old, Jerom, though he u | He 
ſlated it, made little or no uſe of it in his Comment... 
on St. Matthew, either for or againſt the readings Wi, 85. 
the Greek text. Hence Mall concludes”, that Jem cc 

8 | . + | 4 183 inne 1355 - hunk ud int 
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mſelf did not believe that the Hebrew Goſpel of the 
[azarenes, which he tranſlated, was the Goſpel of St. 
atthew. But Jerom, as well as Origen, may have 
lieved it to have been originally the ſame, and yet in 
onſequence of the alterations which bad been made in 
„have thought it an unſatisfactory criterion in deter- 


P. h. 


culated 
tun 
cable 4 
1mpo: 
Copi 
in the 


e, Wit ining doubtful paſſages of the Greek. Or, what I 
»mplevhink {till more probable; his neglect of the Goſpel of | 
raroindfihe Nazarenes may have proceeded from the great haſte 


Gol 
lich til 
Hebe 


Iterate 


which he dictated his Commentary on St. Matthew. 
further, this Commentary, as appears from what he 
ys in the Prologue“, was only a prelude to a more 
omplete work on this ſubject, for which he probably 
ſerved all his critical diſquifitions*, Moreover, in 
ſpeft to the reading ew, Matth. v. 22. on which 


ad be ill expreſſes his ſurprize, that; Jerom did not quote 
- of ee Goſpel, of the Nazarenes, if he believed it to be 
: is (St. Matthew's original, a particular reaſon may be 
led, M ügned for his neglect on this occafion. Jerom re- 
at { ted the word emen, Matth. v. 22. not for critical 
> aſons, or becauſe there was authority againſt it, but 
je Nu ccauſe it did not ſuit his ſevere ſyſtem of morality, 


ccording to Which it was a fin, not only to be angry 
ithout a cauſe, but to be angry on any oceaſion what- 
| ever. Suppoſe then Jerom had found in the Hebrew 
it, mal olpel of the Nazarenes a word expreſſive of eu, he 


- the as too much the dogmatiſt, and too little the critic, 
e Gree that kater £ to N pen it. Mill's objection * 
the {am 1 Fd Fo kene, 
as he hl | | 

he. u He f s in 195 Prologue. to this Commentary, An 5 in duabus 


nge us, imminente jam ifs et ſpirantibus * diftare 
dons? © 


' $1 autem mihi vita longior fuerit, aut in er tua pro- 
fa compleveris, tunc nitar implere quod i quum eſt: ut ſeias, 
ud interſit inter ſubitam n h et el nen 
nm. : 

* This more complets-commentary, if Jerom wer his are in 
ecution, eee 0 1 


- 


— 
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the queſtion to be aſked-is': Ought he, as a critic, i 


CHAP, 
therefore, that Jerom would hardly have had recou 
to conjecture, to determine the true reading of th 
paſſage, if he had been really in poſſeſſion of St. M 
thew's original, is of no weight. Beſides, cafes 'ny 
occur, and the preſent appears to be one of them, f 
which an original is of leſs authority than a tranſlatin 
Jerom ſuppoſed that th was an interpolation: he kne 
likewiſe that the Hebrew Gofpel abounded with inf 
polations, and conſequently,” if he had found this wal 
in the Hebrew Goſpel, he would not have confided! 
it as # proof, that the reading was genuine. Ti 
anſwer applies with ſtill greater force to another examyl 
quoted by Mill from Matth. xxiv. 36. But of ti 
day and hour knoweth no man, no not the angels 
heaven, but my Father only.“ On this paſſage Jem 
obſerves; that in ſome copies the words, nor the 80 
were added: but he does not appeal to the Hebie 
Goſpet to determine whether they were genuine. Not 
ſuppoſe he had found theſe words in the Hebrew Goſpe 


have uſed this as an argument in favour of their authe 
ticity? Certainly not. For ſince many of the Nazarend 
denied the divinity of Chriſt, and this very reading hi 
been uſed as an argument againſt his divinity, Jerot 
muſt neceſſarily have ſuſpected that it was one of tit 
man antun; e Wa deg: 1 to _ Hebie 
Soſpel. 14 ©1339} £i; 7 

But at Matth. xxiil. 3. where the airy: related 
not to an addition of one or more words, but merely 
the ſubſtitution of one word for another, Jerom real 
has quoted the Hebrew Goſpel, and moreover for Mane 
reading of great importance. Matth. Xxili. 35. mi fe 
thus: That upon you may come all the gebe Bion, 1 
blood. ſhed upon the earth, from the blood of righteo 
Abel, unto the blood of Zacharias ſon of Barachi 
whom ye ſlew between the temple and the altar.” Not 
it appears. from 2 Chron. xxiv. 20-22. that Zachari 
who was ſlain between the temple and the altar, wi 
the bs not of — but of Jehoiada: : Conse 
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ently if the account in the Chronicles be accurate, 
reading Barachias at Matth. xxiii. 35, cannot be 
> true reading. Some commentators have had fe- 
urſe to the ſuppoſition that Jehoiada and Barachias 


ecoun! 
of th 
. M 


es m 


Pt re different names of the ſame perſon : but this aſ- 
—_ lion is wholly incapable of proof, and is in itſelf 
\ in!) improbable. Wetſtein conjectures that St. Mat- 


ew purpoſely avoided the uſe of the word Jehoiada, 
caule it contained in it the abreviated name of Je- 
ra, and therefore ſubſtituted Barachia. But this 
ution in reſpect to the abbreviation M1 was confined 


15 worl 
nliden 
I 


ed | ly to the number 15, which It is true the Jews never 
noels t ted by ſy, though Jod is 10, and He is 5. And 
e Jemen if this reverence for V extended to proper names, 
we %l ſetſtein's ſolution would be unſatisfactory, for in the 
Hebel ebrew'theſe two letters occur together in Barazhia, as 
Nelas in Jehoiada. That Zacharias, the eleventh of 


'Golpl the 
ritic, | 
authed 


AZafelg 


! I purpoſely uſe this reſtriction, becauſe I have ſome doubts in 
pet to the whole narrative, 2 Chron. xxiv. 15—22. as I have 
eady obſerved in my Note to 2 Kings xii. 20. No mention is 


ling ba de of it in the Books of the Kings, and yet we might ſuppoſe 
Jeu ſo remarkable an event would hardly have been omitted. The 

l * rative was probably taken from a Medraſh or commentary on the 

2 ngs, agreeably to what we find ver. 27. of this very chapter of the 

Hebei onicles :. Beſides, the narrative itſelf begins with an account, 


ich is contradictory to chronology, as I have ſhewn in the Note to 
Chron, xxiv. 15. It is poſſible therefore that Zacharias ſon of 


related * | 
rela achias, and the eleventh of the minor prophets, was the perſon 


nerely to was murdered, and that the commentator on the Kings, from 
m real dom the account in the Chronicles was derived, miſunderitood the 
er fot and introduced it in an improper place. This ſuppoſition is as 
„ fun üble, as that the hiſtory of Zacharias, ſon of Jehoiada, if it be 
3 5* e, ſhould have been omitted in the Book of Kings. It is no ob- 
ighte0 Eon, that the murder of Zecharias, ſon of Barachias, is no where 
ightcouiorded in the Old Teſtament: for between the Books of Ezra and 
arachafebemiah there is an interval of more than thirty years, in which 
> Not are totally ignorant of the tranſactions of the Jews. The diffi- 
= Tr ty therefore. may be ſolved. on the ſuppoſition that the account 
ACA 


ven 2 Chron. xxiv. 15—22, is inaccurate, as eaſily as on the ſup- 
dlition that the reading Barachias, Matth. xxiii. 35. is ſpurious. | 
i that caſe we may conſider the ſtory recorded 2 Chron, xxiv. 15-22. 
acitly corrected by Chriſt. 5 N 92 
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the minor ptophets, who was ſon of Barachias, wii i 
murdered, we read no where“: and it is not probate 
that two different perſons named Zacharias, ſhould bon 
of them have been murdered under the very ſame cot: 
cumſtances. But if we admit that the eleventh of H Ac 
minor prophets fell a ſacrifice to the Jews, as well d 
the ſon of Jehoiada, yet Chriſt would rather have er 
ſtanced the ſon of Jchoiada, becauſe the murder of thy 
perſon was not only particularly known, but was ſw”; 
poſed to call aloud for vengeance *. The blood ther: ffec 
fore of this Zacharias was more properly mention 1s C 
with the blood of Abel, than the blood of ano ritt. 
Zacharias, whoſe murder, even if he did fall a vidin e 
was unknown **.—Now at this paſſage Jerom relate hrif 
that the Hebrew Goſpel of the Naparcnes read a 
| chatia the ſon of Jehoiada.“ 

I have already obſerved that though the EbionitsF'!<c 
as well as the Nazarenes, had a Hebrew Goſpel, whid em 
was called the Goſpel of St. Matthew, we muſt nd 
therefore conclude that it contained the ſame tex alli" © 
that which the Nazarenes uſed. Of the Goſpel uk db 
by the Ebionites we have hardly any other information N oſpe 
than that which has been given by Epiphanius, wa 
as an eccleſiaſtical writer, was far from being of the fill 
claſs, and as a critic, muſt be referred to the very love Ja 
claſs. But on the other hand, he had this advanta . No 
that he was a native of Paleſtine, and underſtod 
Hebrew. Though he appears not to have ſeen they 0 
Goſpel uſed by the Nazarenes, and to have derived hi 4. 
knowledge of it merely from the report of others", e. 


0 


9 The Rabbins relate,” that Te Jeruſalem was taken by U Epi: 

Chaldeans, the blood of the murdered Zacharias iſſued like a fountain 
and that it was not appeaſed till Nebuſaradan had made atonement M 
the ſacrifice of a con ud Jew — See e e made by Wag 
ſtein in his note to this | TW 


II he had himſelf et the Goſpel ea by the Noel * 
> could not have been in . whether it n the genealoſ wart; 
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is highly probable that he himſelf waz in poſſeſſion 


4 . copy of the Goſpel uſed by the Ebionites, as he 
Id ba made from it ſeveral extracts, which 1 call preſently 


Ote. 


me Cit | . | 725 
of According to Epiphanius the Goſpel of the Ebionites 
well os different from the Goſpel of the Nazarenes: for he 


ſcribes the former as having an uncorrupted, the 


1 * ter a very corrupted text“. Of the Nazarenes he 
as fab, They likewiſe have the Goſpel of St. Matthew 
| then rfectly entire, and in the Hebrew language. For 
tion is Goſpel is ſtill preſerved by them, as it was originally 
anothel ritten, in Hebrew. But tram not certain whether 
icin e alſo have omitted the genealogy from Abrabam to 
relas]ſvciſt.”* Of the Ebionites, on the contrary, he fays*, 


n the Goſpel uſed by them, which bears the name 
St, Matthew's Goſpel, is however not entire and 


d * Is 


bionie rect, but is partly corrupted, partly mutilated (they 
 whid emſelves call it the Hebrew Goſpel), is related, &c." 
uſt ulis evident therefore that Epiphanius conſidered the 
tent uo Goſpels as having a very different text. The latter 
pel uſt d been ſo corrupted, that he deſcribes it as being the 
Tmatiaoſpel of St Matthew in name only: and from his 
as, Wa | ET laying 
the fil | e 
ry lowed * Jerom on the contrary ſpeaks of the Goſpel uſed by the Ebionites, 
1 if it were the ſame, as the Goſpel uſed by the Nazarenes: for in 
vantage Note to Matth. Xii. 13. he ſays, In Evangelio quo utuntur 
derſtoodf:zareni et Ebionitz, quod,” &c. | Perhaps Jerom had never ſeen a 
ſeen y of the Hebrew Goſpel in the hands of the Ebionites, and there- 
rived bl Poke of them as being the ſame Goſpel, on the report of 
r jt ers, as Epiphanius on the ſame ground deſcribed them as dif- 
187% ]-Ineent, | | 


Hæreſ. XXIX. 5 9. 


> As Dr. Maſch objects to this tranſlation, I will print the Greek 
Epiphanius unpointed, that the reader may examine without any 
is in my favour. E J To xara Mara twvayy: rior @Angir ator 
gar g auToig Yue TaPws rer x g 7 a&gx,n5 tyeaÞn Ee a. 
EHRETY £76 cer n o Os £4 Xas Tas YEveaA Yin; Ta; aro Tg 
gaaE axes Xe H MN Before mAngiraror Caſaubon thought 
a e ſhould be fupplied ; but this is not only an arbitrary and 
warrantable alteration, but is likewiſe unſuitable to the context, 
* Hare. XXX. 5 13. | ] 
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ſay ing that the Ebionites called it the Hebrew Goſps 
one might doubt whether the Ebionites themſeln 
bed to it the name of St. Matthew's Gofpel *. 0 
the other hand, though Epiphanius ſays that the Ny 
zarene Goſpel contained St. Matthew's text perfedþ 
_ entire. (we C, we muſt not therefore conclude tha 
it was wholly unadulterated. The word Angra 
Epiphanius probably uſed in the ſame ſenſe as mode 
critics uſe the phraſe Jefio, plenior, which may, or my 
not be, more than the original text; and meant only if 
fay that the Nazarene Goſpel contained the. whole acc 
St. Matthew's. text*, . which the Ebionite Goſpel di 
not, without affirming either directly or indirectly, tl 
the Nazarene Goſpel had not been interpolated, Mines 
the interpolations in the Nazarene Goſpel appear s 
have been of a very different kind from thoſe in th 
Ebionite Goſpel. In the former, they ſeem to han 
been ſimply additions in detached places, which left th 
original text as it was, but only augmented: where 
the Ebionite Goſpel, according to Epiphanius, ca 
tained alſo a text, which was itſelf corrupted. Harig 
premiſed theſe accqunis I will now produce two pi 
ſages, which Epiphanius had quoted! from the Goſpe 
of the ionites, in the words of his Greek trauer : 
lation“. 

The firſt paſſage . appears to have been a. kind d 
preface to the Ebionite Goſpel®, and is as 'followpbzu: 
3 5 | _ Eyai 


re it 1 
tion 1: 
tions t 


*. 


d Perhaps | it that received ſo many additions, a as 10 de no long 


the work of one writer. 
lation f 


ach of 


l. 


Theſe 


Here th 
ruſalen 
eas in 1 

Or 
to hi 
IL, III. 


On the genealogy alone he dure a doubt. 
' f Hereſ. XXX. 5 13. : 


8 It is evident that the -— which ae can never ave bet 

a part of St. Matthew's Goſpel; St. Matthew, when he ſpeals 

himſelf, ſpeaks in the third. perſon (ch. ix. .), but this paſſage 

written in the name of ſeveral in the firſt 8 plural. It s 

perhaps deſigned as a general Fel had in the name of the twel 

Ap for the Ebionite Goſpel had among other names, that 
the Goſpel of the Apoſtles, being a rel. 
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ion „ 1 
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pel di ** 
ly, ti b TO 

1, Du ained various accounts, ſuppoſed to be derived from the A poſtles. 
Pear | ye conſider the paſſage in any other light than that of a preface, 
P regard it as a part of the narrative, it is manifeſtly abſurd: for it 


In ih 
to haßt 
left ti 


es Chriſt addreſs his Apoſtles, before the baptiſm of John is 
ed. 


Theſe are nearly the words of St. Luke, ch. ili. 2 3. Xas aur 


where dees work ντον To axoTR. | 
18, Corbis hiſtory is not the ſame as that which is given Matth. viii. 14. 
Have it is related that Jeſus went into the houſe of Peter, but no 
wo pi tion is made of any ſpeech to the Apoſtles. It is one of the 


tions to this Goſpel, and might poſſibly be true, if St. Matthew's 
had not been mentioned, who was not called to be an Apoſtle, 
ter this viſit in the houſe of St. Peter. CE. 


But only eight Apoſtles are here mentioned by name: for no 
eis taken of Philip, Bartholomew, Thomas and James the ſon 
phæus. % | | pe” 
ſter this place we begin to find traces of St. Matthew's text, 
gh conſiderably abreviated, as every one will ſee who compares 
paſhge with Matth. iii. Perhaps however this conciſe text may 
ſcribed to Epiphanius himſelf, who inſtead of giving a literal 
lation from the Goſpel of the Ebionites, may have inſerted only 
uch of its matter, as was neceſſary for the purpoſe of his quo- 
l. 


e Golpe 
k tran! 


kind q 
follows 
Is Eye 


no long 


beſe words agree exactly with Mark 1. 4. | 
ne ſpeaks ere the Phariſees are mentioned firſt, and then the inhabitants 

mualem in general, as if the Phariſees had ſet the example: 
in our Goſpels the Phariſees are mentioned laſt, which ſhews' 
the twelfbey only followed the multitude. If Epiphanius has adhered 
mes, that WM to his original, this inverſion iu the Goſpel of the Ebionites 
ably, wii III. | 5 | may 
Containe | 
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may have been owing to their reſpect for the Phariſees, Perhaps e 
ſame motive induced them to omit St. John's ſevere cenſure of f 
ſe. — Further, in the Greek Goſpel of St, Matthew, John's dreſs 
manner of life are deſcribed before mention is made of baptiſm: l 
in the Ebionite Goſpel the latter is mentioned firſt, as in the Gol 
of St, Mark. | | 1 


„This account of John's dreſs and manner of life agrees n 

Matth. jii. 4. except that in the Goſpel of the Ebionites no mem 
is made of locuſts as a part of John's diet, for which I can aflign 
other reafon, than that animal food was thought unſuitable tot 
ſevere life of the Baptiſt. That Bewua is uſed, and not ry © 
Matth. iii. 4. makes no difference: for both 8;uvue and x call 
expreſſed by the ſame Hebrew word. e 


This is ſimilar to Exod. xvi. 31. To J yeuna avre us tn] 
& pare: and Numb. xi. 8. K mv » noo wot yeopn ty XC 
t Au. : | 


4 This obſervation of Epiphanius is not conſiſtent with his q 
tation, in which John's food is deſcribed as being wild honey ala 
which is compared, in reſpect to its taſte, with manna, or with 20 
baked in oil, (ws ele © thaw). But the obſervation of Epiphul 
unplies that in the Goſpel of the Ebionites John's food was deſal 
as being wild honey and cakes,” inſtead of wild honey and 
cults,” as in St, Matthew : for he ſays that the Ebionites had comet 

areides into syxerdis & {EALTL. Whether the obſervation of Epig 

nius be juſt, and conſequently his quotation inaccurate, or the 
verſe, I will not pretend to determine. We muſt recolle& hone 
that, as the Ebionite Goſpel was not written in Greek, an accide 
exchange of yes for axed: could not have taken place in! 
Goſpel itſelf: for the Hebrew name of ele and axęis ate! 
unlike to admit of an accidental exchange. Unleſs therefore 
phanius has made a very uncritical conjecture, the confuſion can 
explained on no other hypotheſis, than that the Ebionite Goſpel! 
a compoſition or harmony formed out of ſeveral Goſpels, of vi 
ane or more were written in Greek, and that the fabricator, mit 
axed; for ryxgidi;, tranſlated it into Chaldee by cakes ? infteal 
J locuſts.“ On the other hand, jt is not impoſſible that the cone 
is totally ungrounded. 6 3 
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g T he Goſpel itſelf, according to Epiphanius“, began 


na, us. Eynere & Taic nwtpo Hewes Tv Barikwe Tng Iudatag, 
phanuy % Ivan; Gr Barrios jprTAvoing ku Tg Iogd an 
16 a0 7214 *, ec Ne sii en ewes Aagονοð Tv jeefws, _—— 
x10 Way apts x24 Eaicater', xa efngxorro Wes avrov wavreg. 


ere Epiphanius obſerves, that after an interval, in 
ich ſeveral things were mentioned, the Goſpel pro- 
: eded as follows. Te Aav Banrioleuros nabe nas Inves, 


erke H S rr amo Tv Iwave, xai we avnalev azo Tv vd rog 
Ire of Ha ol vpave;, x elde To Wvevpuas Ts Qty To &, ev 
T, u Urige N hννο,ͤat elch tig aura xα⁰ Aur 
ptum: g 
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grees 1 | 7 BY 
4 menty Hæreſ. XXX. $13. The paſſage here quoted, which Epipha- 
a aſlipn! $ introduces with the words H $3: Xn TE war avi Wayyens 
able to . immediately follows in Epiphanius that which I have juſt given, 
2001 vm which one might ſuppoſe that the firſt was a kind of preface. 
-o04 cu it contains a part of the hiſtory recorded in the third chapter of 
| Matthew's Goſpel, which was not wanting in the Ebionite 
ipel. Epiphanius is ſo very conciſe on this ſubject, that it is dif- 
8 v5 lt to determine the real ſtate of the caſe. 


e This frange hiſtorical blunder, which makes John the Baptiſt 
: ach in the time of Herod king of Judza, who had been dead nearly 
th his ty years, when John began to preach, is a very ſufficient proof 
10NeF at St. Matthew was not the author of this paſſage: for no man 
with ao was a contemporary with John could have imagined that Herod 
F E pip: then king of Judza. The paſſage appears to have been fabricated 
as deſau an abſurd compoſition of two different paſſages in St. Luke's 
ney and WiWfrel”, namely ch. i. 5. and iii. 1, 2, 3. In like manner the 
ad cold; grid Banriops Weraruas © T logdavy worapy Appear 


n of Epp ave been put together from Mark i. 4. and Matth. iii. 6. 
e, or the 5 


lect hond From the expreſſion eAzyeTo 5a One might conclude that the 


an acid Nor of this paſſage doubted, whether John was really the ſon of 
place in harias and Elizabeth, and whether he had not a divine origin. | 


x24; are Wh At Matth. iii. 15. is To avvpa, Tv Ow, Luke iii. 22, To w s fe 
herefore xy, The author of this paſſage in the Ebianite Goſpel has put 


fuſion cal m both together and written To Werne Te Oe To ayic 
e Gol ee again betrays a compoſition from ſeveral Goſpels", | 
05 milk Here we diſcover fame traces of St. Matthew's text, Ch. iii. 16. 


jnſtea aber 0 ielgepav, Kors gege- 5 ares: chou 2þ in the 
a . onite Goſpel more is ſuid than St. Matthew meant. 1 
0 5 NM 2 x 
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XE NH aurw* CU Tis £8, - Kvpie,z XX WHAW Own 88 uo Tot . 
ure vrog eu o vieg ju o &YaThTOCG, £Q ov nudoxnoc *, Aron 
Tore (now) o Trans WeorTrow auvrw EASYE: Serojucs os, Ki ken 
ov t [Samrioov. O os, exwAvev avry” AcYwv* Pts, ors igin. 
$54 Teerrov WAngulnas Ware. 8 dikes 
It appears. from the preceding extracts from thWbion 
Ebionite Goſpel, that it was not the original Goſs. Ir 
of St. Matthew, but on the.contrary: that it was a co od 
_ poſition, put together partly from St. Matthew's, e m1 
partly from the other Goſpels. The Nazarene Golyoſpe! 
therefore, which, according to Jerom, was St, Mattbe ainte 
original®, muſt have been very different from nes, 
| 55 | Ebioniſhe one 
ee | 5 85 en he 
r none of the Evangeliſts are the words, EYW T1 peigty eye CY We 
7e, ſaid to have been uttered at the Baptiſm of Chriſt '®. They Me dan 
an interpolation in the Ebionite Goſpel, and are derived from the fil 8 
notion, which prevailed in the firſt century, that Chriſt was a m: W 
man till the time of his baptiſm, aud that he then became the 50 had 
God, and filled with the Holy Ghoſt. ſy quain 
4 Here the pronoun relative, which refers to Ss, and there) ha 
ought to be neuter, is of the maſculitie gender, perhaps becauſe Wen do 
light is ſuppoſed to repreſent the Deity. This however mul | ppoſr 


cribed to Epiphanius the tranſlator, for in the Ebionite Goſpel t 
ſuch diſtinction could have been made, as neither Hebrew nor Sy 
has a neuter gender. 


The Evangeliſts mention only one utterance from Heaven, at! 

| baptiſm of Chriſt: which St. Matthew has in the third perſon, 0 
41% o bog ni 0 @Y@FnTC, i w evoxnoa, but St. Luke in the fer 
rſon, Ev n e blies js o hyanyTG, © 004 nudoxnac% The Ebio 
Goſpel has both of theſe expreſſions, and betrays therefore a con} 
ſition from the Goſpels of St. Matthew and St. Luke”. 


e othe} 
atthey 
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b Here move arg is ſaid of Chriſt, which is the very reveſt 
Matth. ili. 14. where We find O g. Twamn; OexwAvir avon 


© .Jerom ſpeaks indeed on this ſubject ſometimes: only in the n 
of others, and ſays of the Nazarene Goſpel, © Quod vocatur 2 
riſque Matthæi authenticum.“ But in his Catalogue of IIluſii 
Men (Tom. IV. p. roa. ed, Martianay), he ſpeaks in his own nt 
and ſays in poſitive terms that the Goſpel uſed by the Nazarenes 
St. Matthew's original. Matthzus qui et Levi ex publicano All * 
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bionite Goſpel. For it is bardly credible, if the 
lazarene Goſpel had differed from the Greek text of 
t. Matthew, as much as the Ebionite Goſpel, that 
rom; who tranſcribed and tranſlated it, could have 
ken it, even after deducting the interpolations, for the 
iginal of St. Matthew's Goſpel. Ir is true that Jerom 
aakes no diſtinction between the Nazarene and the 
Ibionite Goſpel : for he ſays in his note to Matth. xii; 

In Evangelio quo utuntur Nazaræni et Ebionitæ 
od vocatur a pleriſque Matthæi authenticum. But 


N the 
Goin 


a Con 


's, e muſt recollect that Jerom never ſaw the Hebrew 
GolWhoſpel which was uſed by the Ebionites: he was ac- 
uttherWainted only with that which was uſed by the Naza- 
2m nes, and therefore had no opportunity of comparing 


biontWc one with the other. Through want of knowledge 
en he might ſuppoſe that they were the ſame, though 
ey were really different. But he was not expoſed. to 
e danger of any ſuch miſtake in regard to the Naza- 
ne Goſpel and the Greek Goſpel of St. Matthew: for 
had both of them in his own poſſeſſion, was fully 
quainted with the contents of both, and therefore, if 
ey had been materially different, he could not have 
en doubted on the ſubject. However, I am far from 
ppoſing that Jerom took the Nazarene Goſpel for the 
dulterated original, as it is evident from the quota- 
dns, which he has made from it, that it abounded 
th interpolations. For that reaſon he has not quoted 
e Nazarene Goſpel as canonical authority: but on 
other hand he quotes it in his Commentary on St. 
atthew without any expreſſions of diſreſpect, and at 
e beginning of his third book againſt the Pelagians “, 

| | :1 8 


ryan 

"They a 
n the fil 
as a mt 
the yon 


| therek 
zecaule | 
r muſt 
Goſpel t 
nor Sn 


ven, at! 
rſon, 0 
the eel 
he Ebio 
e a Co} 


y reverſe 


vs primus in Judza, propter eos qui ex circumciſione crediderant, 
angelium Chriſti Hebraicis literis verbiſque compoſuit : quod qui 
tea in Græcum tranſtulerit non ſatis certum eſt. Porro ipſum He- 
cum habetur uſque hodie in Cæſarienſi bibliotheca, quam Pam- 
lus Martyr ſtudioſiſſime confecit. Mihi quoque a Nazaræis, qui 
= ni derea urbe Syriæ, hoc volumine utuntur, deſeribendi facultas fuit. 
icano Aj | | 


Tom. IV. p. 533. ed. Martianay. | 
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he ſays, Quibus teſtimoniis fi non uteris ad auctoritaten, 
utere ſaltem ad antiquitatem, quid omnes viri eccleſul 
tici ſenſerint. | | 
On the other hand I admit that Jerom is far fra 
being conſiſtent and uniform in his accounts of the 
Nazarene Goſpel: for though he declares in poſitne 
terms, as appears from the preceding quotation, that 
was St. Matthew's original“, yet at other times h 
writes as if he had not a thorough conviction of th: 
truth of this aſſertion. For inſtance in his Commentzy 
on St. Matthew, ch. vi. 11. where he had tranſlatd 
ro afrov new to tro by panem noſtrum ſuper ſubſi 
tialem, he ſays, * Quod nos ſuperſubftantialem expteſſimiy 
in Græco habetur £7180 00, quod verbum LXX. We eiern 
frequentiſſime transferunt. Conſideravimus ergo in He 
bræo, et ubicunque illi wefαννννον expreflerunt, nos inven 
mus S golla“, quod Symmachus Fi,, 1d eſt, praii 
pum, vel egregium tranſtulit, licet in quodam loco peca 
are interpretatus fit. Quando ergo petimus, ut pecula pe! 
vel præcipuum nobis Deus tribuat panem, illum petini Pear, 
qui dicit, Ego ſum panis vivus, qui de cœlo deſcend", t 
In Evangelio, quod appellatur ſecundum Hebræos, Mathe 
fuperſubRantiali pane reperi Mahar, quod dicit ur c refo. 
num; id eſt, futurum da nobis hodie.“ Here jet 29 1 
acknowledges: that where «eTwoio is uſed in the Gene 
Goſpel of St. Matthew, d was uſed in the Hebrev Wits. 
yet inſtead of altering the old Latin tranſlation parſe ti 
noftrum quotidianum to panem noſtrum in diem craftinWp* th. 
he alters it to pauem noſtrum ſuper ſubſtautialem. Prin 
Jerom then rejected here the reading of the Hebre atthe 
Goſpel, one might conclude that he at leaft doubt man 
whether it was St. Matthew's original. However e b. 
inference is not ſo certain, as it appears to be. He o 
Jerom manifeſtly ſacrifices the rules of criticiſms to i 
paſſion for ſpiritualizing the fourth petition of the Loc 
rayer. Jerom thought it nor ſufficient to pray il, +" 
earthly bread, and conſequently worked out of eur : 
| | F | N {| ee t 
1 bw. . 
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rn. 
taten, e ſenſe of ſuperſubſtantialis. That he abandoned 
cle, erefore in this inſtance the reading of the Hebrew 


oſpel will not decide againſt it. 
In the Prologue to Jerom's Commentary on St. Mat- 


r fronllf 
ew, there is another paſſage, which, at firſt ſight, 


of thei 


zofitneMWp<ars to be {till more formidable than the preceding. 
that bPlores fuiſſe, qui Evangelia ſcripſerunt, et Lucas 
mes H rangeliſta teſtatur, — et perſeverantia uſque ad præſens 


mpus monimenta declarant; quæ a diverſis auctoribus 
ita diverſarum hereſeon fuere principia; ut eſt illud 
xta Ægyptios, et Thomam, et Matthiam, et Bartho- 


of the 
nentan 
inflated 


de walun duodecim quoque Apoſtolorum. Here it cannot 
emu denied that Jerom refers the Goſpel, which bore the 
wegen e of Evangelium ſecundum Apoſtolos, to the claſs 


apocryphal Goſpels. Further, he himſelf relates, 
at the Gofpel uſed by the Nazarenes had among other 
mes that of Evangelium ſecundum Apoſtolos. He 
ndemns therefore in the paſſage juſt quoted the 
oſpel uſed by the Nazarenes as apocryphal: which 
pears to be a direct contradiction to his other aſſer- 
bn, that the Gofpel uſed by the Nazarenes was St. 
atthew's Hebrew original *, We muſt either ſuppoſe 


WS , . 
refore that Jerom was ſo forgetful and inconfiſtent 
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e ſeruſi no man in his ſenſes can well be, or there muſt be 
je Gree method of reconciling theſe: contradiftory ac- 
lebren Wits. Now T can ſee no other method of — | 
on pam than the following: that Jerom really believed; 
craſtinuſiht the Hebrew Goſpel uſed by the Nazarenes was, in 
-m, primitive and unadulterated ſtate, the work of St. 
HebroWatthew, but that in a courſe of years it had received 


doubteſi many additions, containing accounts pretended to 
rover e been derived from the Apoſtles, (whence the 
be. Fe t) 


me of Evangelium ſecundum Apoſtolos as given i 
ins to il Dot tm 2 to; ol relied 
he Lord 
pray 
of ew" 
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* Pelagianos, Lib. II. The words have been already 
Ne 2 
See the paſſage quoted in the preceding note (e). 
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Goa Wig Jerom to rank it among the apoctypu ich 
HOrigen, as appears I a | paſſage. already quoted o 
makes likewiſe a diſtinction between the Goſpel, whit ns 
was called Evangelium ſecundum Apoſtolos, and -e 
Goſpel of St. Matthew: ſaying, that the latter wi. 
written by inſpiration, but not the former. Now vi, 
ther Origen believed that this Hebrew Goſpel, wid: 2 
was uſed by the Nazarenes, was originally the work es, 
St. Matthew, but that it had ceaſed to deſerve the . a7:; 
of St. Matthew's Goſpel in conſequence. of its nume 
rous interpolations, or whether he believed that en 
Hebrew Goſpel uſed by the Nazarenes was from . 
very firſt, | a diſtin& compoſition from the Helrilir-x0 
Goſpel of St. Matthew, I will not undertake- to de m. 
mine. But this I; may venture to aſſert, that Origin 
rejection of the Nazarene Goſpel as a work deftitur Wn, » 
_ canonical authority, will not prove that he adopted fie» 9 
latter opinion: for Origen may have been ivfluenca_} 0 
by [the very ſame motive, as that which induced Jer Xe. 
to reject at one time, as apocryphal, a work which e 
another time-he had called St, Matthew's original. Here 
The celebrated chapter in the eccleſiaſtical hiſtory bius 
Euſebius“ where a catalogue is given of the canonqſſe He 
and uncanonical books of the New Teſtament, has be mea 
ſo differently interpreted, as to give ſometimes a fava if vat 
able, at other times an unfavourable reſult for H medi 
Hebrew Goſpel uſed by the Nazarenes, or as it is HH ced 
quently called, the Goſpel according to the HebrenW#ned, 
The- expreſſions uſed by Euſebius are certainly ani Fan 
guous: yet after an attentive peruſal of the paſſage, en 
appears to me that hat Euſebius has faid of this C ba 
is much more in its favour than the contrary. Euſeuß dos, 
divides. the real and pretended books of the New Tele Gol 
ment into three ſeparate claſſes, which he calls oMJÞcrent 
li, n and 1 and arranges the we n the 
W a, 

r n . \ th ex 

i In "A fifth ſetion of this chapter | | pinal 


* Lib. III. cap, 25, 


CT. 
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cc belong to theſe reſpective claſſes, in the following 
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arri εονο,t Ng ran &' uv opus TH; We, 1 ArNeHHDεhn 
vue Proeras, x0 1 Ida, vrt Terps deuvrega eric eu, xa 
won Copern ders, xa reirn I, ür To EUA 
Rae, ür. K ETERS o⁰⁰ανν ExEwWy. Ey rolg volois x 
ax xo Twy Tavis Weafew n YeaPn, o r NeNαν 
pm, . M AToxaxuis eres, x08 Wes ToT05 1 Pepojarun 


aba erin, TH, TW ATooAW! as Aer. eri TE, WG 


1, M IG AToranuis, £ Pave, wv Twes we Om abereomw, 
00 of EVKELVSETE TOK5 0jpa0AoYupmevoic* udn d en TETU5 TW; xa 
2 Eegaixg £v&YVEALou XOTENES OV, W (UNS ECexuy 08 

Kei πτ de H Xarpers, Tara je Wavra. Twy 

N N ay En. | | 3 
Here it is difficult to determine preciſely what Eu- 
bius intended to affirm of the Goſpel according to 
te Hebrews, becauſe it is uncertain to what antecedent 
meant to refer the relative TsToig, He ſays, EV TgT0G 
5 dat To, K ES evayyeAio νά,E/m , to which the 
mediate antecedent is owonoyupevois, but the remote 
tecedent vobeis. He has therefore not clearly ex- 
aned, whether the Goſpel according to the Hebrews 
s ranked by ſome (reg) among the oponoyumrve, Or 
bong the vob. If they ranked it among the voba, they 
ay haye rejected it merely on account of its interpo- 
ons, and therefore this rejection will not prove that 
e Goſpel according to the Hebrews was originally a 
llerent work from the Hebrew Goſpel of St. Matthew. 
i the other hand, if they ranked it among the owoae- 
na, they muſt have conſidered this Hebrew Goſpel, 

th exception perhaps to its interpolations, as the 
ginal of St, Matthew's Goſpel, Which of the two 
Inter- 
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interpretations: is the right one, I will not pretend if 
determine, though Dr. Maſch is decidedly of opinig 
that the former alone is admiſſible! Equally unceralf 
is the opinion of thoſe who differed from the few ( 

whoſe ſentiments Euſebius has delivered on the Hebrelf 
Goſpel. If theſe (vues) referred it to the oonoyuun 


ONter: 
this 
thlel 
ak of 
>, Cc 
dted 


the majority refuſed it this honour, and probably li of i 
account of its interpolations. If the few (rwes). refer han 
it to the voba, as Dr. Maſch aſſerts, the queſtion the 
to be aſked is, to what claſs did the others, who co ught 
ſtituted the majority, refer it? Now it appears to bb of 
that if the few referred it to the vob, the majority mu cebius 
have referred it to the opoxoyuperz, and conſe quem this ( 

have conſidered it as St. Matthew's original, agree can h 
to what Jerom ſays, Vocatur @ pleriſque Matthei Here, a 
thenticum®. But Dr. Maſch, who afferts the premiliiis in 

' denies the inference, and afferts that the few placed m, by 
among the voba, but that the majority placed it, not I ar 
a higher, but in a ſtill lower claſs than the vol. ebius 
make this inference at leaſt plauſible, he ſays, (what Whucſtic 
ſhall certainly not diſpute) that Euſebius, after havnc4s*, 
enumerated the OU0A0VBatvit, AVTIANEV OMEVE, and reed ti 
mentions a fourth claſs of books, which he calls a ority 
warn. X%1 duooten, and deſcribes as undeſerving of acque 

place even among the voa. To this fourth claſs ng: tc 
totally worthleſs, and impious books, ſays Dr. MaſyWicbius 
did., the majority, according to Euſebius, refer e, th 
Goſpel according to the Hebrews. But this inferenqÞvledg 
| | guage 

| Wictore 
1 He argues, p. 200, from the arrangement obſerved by Euſeb 
in the diſtribution of the ſeveral books into fhLNOYBPEVR, AvTIAEY Oe prove 
and obe: and contends, that, as Euſebius has mentioned the Go Was t 
according to the Hebrews in the claſs of the , it would be a tothe Go 
violation of order, if we referred 72ro:; to the word oponcygpn 38 
which he had introduced as a mere remark in treating of the »/ | 
Now I admit, that this argument would be valid, if it were appiifhll . 
to a writer, . whoſe accuracy in the arrangement of his materials? Origen 
mitted of no doubt: but the deſcription, which Euſcbius has vl Evang 
in this chapter, is really ſo confuſed, that we cannot argue men alicul 
from the arrangement of its ſeveral parts. | blitz qu 
= See his Note to Matth. xii. 13. lag. 19. 
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a 


ing | 


ontrary to the teſtimony of every eccleſiaſtical writer 
this Goſpel, for not one has deſcribed it as a totally 


eral chleſs and impious book, but on the contrary they 
(Wk of it in general with great reſpe&. Origen, it is 
ebe, did not admit its inſpiration: yet he frequently 
un ted it, though not as ſcripture authority, yet by 
ly al of illuftration and in ſupport of his arguments . 
fer phanius is very far from ſpeaking of the Gofpel uſed 
1 the the Nazarenes in diſreſpectful terms, and Jerom 
o coffi@ught it of ſufficient importance to merit a tranſlation. 
to net h 0f theſe writers indeed lived ſomewhat later than 
yama ebius, but if a favourable opinion was entertained 
uen this Goſpel in the time of Jerom and Epiphanius, 


recabl 
El 1 
emile 
aced 1 

not 
*. I 
what 


can hardly ſuppoſe that it was treated half a century 
ore, as worthleſs and impious. Even the interpola- 
ns in this Goſpel, as far as we are acquainted with 
m, by no means deſerve theſe epithets: and there- 
> | am perſuaded that it was not the intention of 
ſebius to ſay, that the majority referred the Goſpel 
queſtion to the &rora Tavrn xc ducorbn's, Dr. Maſch 


hartes, that the majority could not poſſibly have 
d ed this Goſpel among the oponoyaura, becauſe the 
5 am ority of the Chriſtians in the time of Euſebius were 
1g of WM acquainted with it. But this argument proves no- 
clas Ws: for the majority of Chriſtians in the time of 
Mash ebius were no more acquainted with the Hebrew 
efer ile, than with the Hebrew Goſpel, their want of 


dwledge of it proceeding from their ignorance of the 
guage in which it was written. That the majority 
refore did not make uſe of the Hebrew Goſpel, will 


nferend 


ow prove that they abſolutely rejected it. But what- 
the Gol" was the opinion of the few or of the many in reſpect 
| be a tothe Goſpel in queſtion, the opinion, which Euſebius 
pany 55 | 3:74 himſelf 


ere appli 2 | ; p | 

aterials . Ofigen ſays, (Tract. VIII. in Matth. Tom. I. p. 73.) Scriptum 
bas ginn Evangelio quodam, quod dicitur ſecundum Hebræos; ſi tamen 
zue mer t alicuĩ recipere illud non ad auctoritatem, ſed ad manifeſtationem 


ly vitz quæſtionis, &c. 
Pig. 194. 
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1 
N 


himſelf entertained of it was certainly in its faul 


For immediately after the account which he has p 
of this Goſpel, he adds, TAUTY EV WOVTO TW CVTINEY (ut 1 var 
an ein. He places therefore the Goſpel according ff 
the Hebrews, that is, the Goſpel uſed by the N 
renes, in the ſame rank, not only with the Apocalyh 
but with the Epiſtle of St. James, the ſecond E 
of St. Peter, the ſecond and third of St. John, and 
Epiſtle of St. Jude. | 

Before I conclude my account of the authors, ni 
bave either deſcribed or quoted the Hebrew Gospel 
the Nazarenes, I muſt take notice of a paſſage, ul 
J have already quoted from Ignatius. This father 
the third chapter of his Epiſtle to the Chriſtians 
Smyrna, where he defends the manhood. of Ch 
againſt the Docetæ, has the following paſſage: Eyn 
At Y AV2S"ROW EV ονονοννν αοντο 080%, 23k Wi eνο OVTH. | 
ort Weg ru weg. Ierpoy nber, eOn euro Autres, Una 
Et, xt dere ori OUX ei Oaijacurov ο,αᷓN To Xs ub; ar 
vr, xai rig tu ga, xpaberres Tw he αοντν , n 
peri, This paſſage was according to Jerom * in rise. 
Goſpel of the Nazarenes, and he confiders it as 2 iſlat 
tain, fact that Ignatius quoted it from this Goſpel. Mcdes, 
Ignatius does not ſay that it was a quotation from , 9 
or from any other Goſpel. And therefore it is at bun 
poſſible that this paſſage, inſtead of having been quo. E 
by Ignatius from the Goſpel of the Nazarenes, wis wa; 
terpolated in this Goſpel from the Epiſtle of IgnaWorit, 
who probably derived his information from convert, b 
with the Apoſtles. I am ſurpriſed that this has 1uouys 
occurred to any critic, as the fact is not only poli 
but in my opinion highly probable, if not abſolut 
certain“ . In this opinion Jam confirmed by the d 
cumſtance, that this paſſage as worded in the Goſpel 
the Nazarenes, betrays a tranſlation from the Greek. | 
natius writes weeg Tv5 Tees ergo nabe, which literally uu 
| lated fignifies he came to thoſe who were with Pei 
but according to the uſage of the Greek language dend 
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Catalog. ſcrip tor. eceleſiaſtic. ſ. v. Ignatius, 
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,” Now according to Jerom 
; paſſage was worded thus in the Goſpel of the 
zarenes; he came to Peter, and to thoſe who were 

Peter, which betrays a twofold tranſlation from 
Greek eos 1g Tee! IIereor nals, a correct one, he 
e to Peter, and an incorrect one he came to thoſe 
> were with Peter “.“ Ignatius therefore cannot be 
duced. as. evidence for the antiquity and authority 


Itbe Goſpel of the Nazarenes, though he may be 


fidered as a voucher for the truth of this narration 
ch is contained in it. And from this very example 
may perceive in what manner the interpolations in 
Nazarene Goſpel took their riſe, namely by adding 
be original text of St. Matthew, whatever accounts 
d be procured. from good authority relating to 
he fot 
The hiſtory of the Nazarene Goſpel may be briefly 
amed up under the following heads 

Very few eccleſiaſtical writers have taken notice 
this Goſpel** : at which we have no reaſon to be 
priſed as few of them underſtood Hebrew, and no 
nſlation of it had been made before that of Jerom. 
des, the copies of it were very ſcarce even in Paleſ- 
, for Jerom mentions it as an unuſual book, which 
found in the library of Czlarea”. _ 
2. However its name and character were not un- 
dn; though it is difficult to determine, what the 
jority of Chriſtians in the three firſt centuries thought 
it, becauſe Euſebius has expreſſed himſelf in am- 
uous terms. In the fifth century moſt perſons 
jeved it to be the original of St. Matthew's Goſ- 
but whether they knew. that it was interpolated, 
diſtinguiſhed the genuine text from its additions, 
are not informed. | | 
3. Ignatius does not mention the name of this Goſ- 
he has a paſſage indeed, which exiſted in this 
ipel, but that paſſage, as I have already ſhewn, was 
ed in the Nazarene Goſpel from the Epiſtle of 

e Ignatius, 
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Ignatius, and not quoted by Ignatius from this C 
pel“. | | 1 
4. It is quoted more than once by Origen, as ande om 
though not as ſcripture authority; for he confidered 
probably on account of its interpolations, as a ne 
human compoſition, but he is far from ſpeaking d fall 
in terms of diſreſpect. What he thought of its genuifhnts, 
text, when ſeparated from the interpolations, he has f t 
where mentioned, 113 

5. Euſebius refers it to the avrineyopra, and phat 
it in the ſame rank with the Epiſtle of St. James, . 
ſecond Epiſtle of St. Peter, the ſecond and third of Meek 
John, the Epiſtle of St. Jude, and the Apocalypſe. ch 1 

6. Epiphanius deſcribes the Nazarene Goſpel, a W'y b. 
-Matthew's original: but he does not appear to hn 
ſeen it himſelf, and therefore he probably followed t 
common opinion. ! 

7. Jerom was well acquainted with it, and deſcmi ne: 
it as St. Matthew's original. It is true that in off Lo: 
paſſage, in his curſory Preface to St. Matthew's Goſp bre: 
he ſpeaks of it under the name of the Goſpel of n it. 
twelve Apoſtles, in diſreſpectful terms. But he 
probably the interpolations only in view, when he Apel 
this cenſure upon it, and did not mean to reflect e 
the genuine text. Nay the interpolations themſeh f 
he has at other times quoted without the ſmaileſt d 
approbation, and in his controverſy with the Pelagu 
he has produced them even as authority. 

After all then, that has been ſaid on this ſubject, 
ſee that Jerom is the only eccleſiaſtical writer, WhO 
ſufficient knowledge of the Nazarene Goſpel. to i 
niſh us with certain information. By his report the 
fore I ſhall abide, and ſhall confider the Nazar 
Goſpel as St. Matthew's original, augmented ind 
with many additions, which, though they are ſo . 
ſpurious; that they did not proceed from the pen 
St. Matthew, who wrote the Goſpel itſelf, were Ver 
rived probably from good authority, and therefore mtor h 
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hiſtorically, though not critically, true. Abſolute 
tainty on this ſubject is not to be expected, ſince 
om's tranſlation, as well as the Hebrew Goſpel itſelf 
afortunately loft : we muſt therefore content our- 
es with probabilities, and, though we are in danger 


?. 


indie 
red t 


L me 

o oY falling into error, muſt argue from the few docu- 
zent nts, which are now extant““. . 
bas If the original had deſcended to the preſent age, it 


ud have been of great uſe both to critics and com- 
ntators, as appears from one of its readings, which 
om has quoted at Matt. vi. 11* In this paſſage the 


a plac 


1CsS, |] 


4 of Meek text is, Tov agrov nuwy Tov wine dog nai oneper, 
ſe. ich in our verſion is rendered, Give us this day our 
|, 5 bread.“ Now the word eros is a very unuſual 
to rd, and hence various commentators have given 
wed ious explanations of it. Among other interpreta- 


ns, o eines has been explained as denoting o 718 


gesch ung natęag: and conſequently the fourth petition of 
in o Lord's Prayer, as fignifying, © Give us this day 
- Gola bread for the morrow.* This interpretation, which 


oki itſelf bighly probable, is confirmed as the true 


be M. by the word uſed in the Nazarene Goſpel, if this 
a he op! is Sr. Matthew's original: for Jerom relates that 
eflect ff £7155 499: in the Greek Goſpel, the Nazarene Goſpel 
hemſch | WD, which denotes. dies craſtinus*. To petition 


alleſt d 


the 
Pelagul 


Dr. Maſch (p. 207—211.) conjedures that the word uſed in 
Nazarene Goſpel was not JT, but JH with an He and not 
i, and that Jerom in the hurry of copying miſtook N for Ft. 
b of opinion that if NY had ſtood in the original, no Greek 
ator of the two firſt centuries would have rendered it by , 


bject, 


who Il 


J. to pu this word does not occur in that ſenſe in any writer of the 

«the firſt centuries. © But according ta Origen the word eri 10g did 
8 occur in this or any other ſenſe, except in the Lord's Prayer, for 
Nazuate lays the word was peculiar to the Evangeliſts. See Wetſtein's 
ed ind: to Matt. vi. 11. This argument therefore would prove too 


b. On the contrary, it appears to me, that, if I was the 
{uſed by Chriſt, rue is a tranſlation which we might not un- 
mably expect from the Evangeliſts, becauſe » «riwoa is uſed in 
New Teſtament to denote the * day following.” That the Syriac 
ator has uſed a different word for «Tiego will not prove that. 
2 was not uſed in the original of the Lord's Prayer, for the 
« tranſlator may have miſunderſtood the Greek in this paſſage, as 
as dore in many others. 
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the Deity to give us each day what is neceſſary for th 
morrow is ſurely more ſuitable to our wants, thany 
requeſt him to give us what is neceſſary for the dy 
on which we make the petition, ſince it generally hy 
pens that the wants of that day are already ſupple 
Chriſt therefore, who has taught us not to be anzid 
for the morrow, has commanded us to rely on 
heavenly Father, and to petition him that he woll 
grant to day what is neceſſary for the morrow, that 
may await the approach of each. ſubſequent day wit 
out fear or anxiety. | 

The preceding example may ſerve as a ſpecimen 
the exegetical uſe, which might be made of the Nan 
rene Goſpel, were it now extant. To illuſtrate i 
critical ufe, in determining the authenticity or (pm 
ouſneſs of doubtful paſſages, we may apply it to 
two firſt 'chapters of St. Matthew's Goſpel, on whi 
doubts are entertained, whether they really proceed 
from the pen of the Evangeliſt. 'It appears from ti 
accounts of Epiphanius, which have been altea 
quoted, that in the Hebrew Goſpel uſed by the EU. 
nites, the genealogy was certainly wanting; and pt 
haps the whole of the two firſt chapters. Tat 
likewiſe, who is ſaid to have uſed the Hebrew Goj 

omitted the genealogy: in two Capitulations and a bi 
viary publiſhed by Martianay it is wholly unnotic 
and the Codex Ebnerianus, which I have deſcribed 
the Catalogue of the Greek Manuſcripts*, begins 
Marthew's Goſpel with the eighteenth verſe of the il 
chapter”, There are likewiſe internal marks, wil d T 
render it at leaſt doubtful, whether the genealogy \ 
written by the ſame perſon, who wrote the reſt of! 
Goſpel. For inſtance ver. 6. Ieooa eyewnce Ae 
Nackt is copied (contrary to the common cuſtom . 
St. Matthew's Goſpel) not from the Hebrew, but ff 5 8 
the Greek, book of Ruth ch. iv. 22. where we f 
I:ooas gence Aut ro Bacikea, whereas the Hebrew | 


ſimply M D mn without any word expreſi 
Vol. II. Ch. viii. Sect. 6. Ne. 116. 


i 
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AP, I 
for M Gag . Doubts of this kind might be either 
than : oved or confirmed by the Nazarene Goſpel, were 


ow extant, and were we abſolutely certain that it 
tained the original text of St. Matthew. But our 
erfe&t accounts of this Goſpel make it difficult to 
rmine whether it began in the ſame manner as our 
ek Goſpel, or whether it began at the eighteenth 
of the firſt chapter, or whether it commenced with 
t is now our third chapter. 

hn the other hand, though it were true that the two 
chapters did not exiſt in St. Matthew's Hebrew 
inal, they would not therefore deſerve to be re- 
d as a falſe and ſpurious production. If St. Mat. 
gave no account of the birth of Chriſt in his 
del, he may have written a ſeparate work on that 
ct, with the title BEA yeveorcws Ince N, which 
tranſlated into Greek may have been prefixed to 
oſpel, left ſo ſmall a work, if written ſeparately 
d be loſt, - The canonical authority therefore of 
two chapters is not neceſſarily affected, even if 
Hebrew Goſpel did not contain them: though I 
t that the proof of their canonicity would be more 
plete, if we could ſhew, that they exiſted in the 
al Goſpel, No two chapters in the whole New 
ment are preſſed with ſo many difficulties, as the 
in queſtion : not ſo much on account of the ap- 
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-ribed t contradictions to the genealogy given by St. 
egins . which may be very ſatisfactorily reconciled, as 
f The f count of the quotations contained in them from 
48, wills Teſtament, which I am wholly unable to ex- 
alogy The account likewife given ch. i. 5. that Rahab 


e mother of Boaz, and conſequently that David 
eſcended from her, appears to be very uncertain, 
& in the genealogical table of David's anceſtor's, 
Dis given in the book of Ruth', and in the firſt 
of the Chronicles, no mention is made of an 
perſon as Rahab: nor is it ſaid in the book of 
| | Joſhua, 
$ Ch, iv. 21. : e Ch- . 11. ; 

. III. N 
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Joſhua®, where the hiſtory of Rahab is related, if 
ſhe married the father of Boaz**. Since therefore 
Old Teſtament is filent on this ſubject, the write 
the genealogy could have derived his information fy 
no other ſource than Jewiſh tradition. But we find 
ſuch report among the Jewiſh writers. On the u 
trary, it appears from the quotations made by Wetſ 
that among the deſcendants of Rahab were { 


prieſts: whence we might ſuppoſe that ſhe man ; 
rather into the tribe of Levi, than into the tribe M | 
Judah“. Should any critic therefore, in -conſequa or 
of theſe difficulties be diſpoſed to ſeparate the two ii 5 
chapters from the reſt: of St. Matthew's Goſpe| 2296 
order to prevent the objections which may be mi 
them from affecting the credibility and inſpiratio os 
the whole Goſpel, I ſhould not: cenſure him fo WF fu f 
conduct, though for my own part I am unable to Pi 
to a poſitive deciſion, whether they ought to be f by 
rated or not. At any rate, if they were not write c 6 
St. Matthew, they were certainly written before the ; ' 
ſtruction of Jeruſalem : for after that period, the MA 
of St. Luke muſt have been ſo generally known ah * 
have ſuperſeded the neceſſity of another gene. - 
Beſides, if this genealogy had been frabricated in al T 
age, the author of it would have taken care to n 
avoided even the appearance of a contradiction .: 
genealogy of St. Luke. Nor muſt we forget, that ES 
two firſt chapters, as well as the remaining part o 8 
Goſpel, have been uniformly handed down, by the E F of 
cient church, as the work of St. Matthew®*. a = 


Ch. vi. 25. 


i 
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the Hebrew Goſpel of St. Matthew, which was pub- 
ed by Sebaſtian Münſter: and of the edition publiſhed 
py Fohn Tilet. 8 


E have two editions of a Hebrew Goſpel in 
print: but it is certain that neither of them is 
Matthew's original, and that neither of them was 
} either by the Nazarenes or by the Ebionites. Of 
inſter's edition I can make this aſſertion from actual 
mination, for J have found that it has none of the 


who have examined Tilet's edition, ſay the ſame. 
des, in both theſe editions the language is not 
dee, but Hebrew as written by the Rabbins, or as 
call it, Rabbinic: which alone affords ſufficient 
ff that this is not the Goſpel, which was uſed by 
azarenes. | 5 5 | 
he title of Münſter's edition of 1557, is n 
Y Evangelium ſecundum Matthæum in lingua 
raica, cum verſione Latina, atque annotationibus 
tant Münſteri. Una cum epiſtola D. Pauli ad 
ros, Hebraice et Latine. Baſileæ apud Henricum 
1. The firſt edition, which was printed in 1537, 
e never ſeen, and therefore I know not whether it 
s from that of 1557: but there is another edition, 
ted in 1582, which I have compared with that of 
7, and have found them ſo ſimilar to each other, 
one might ſuppoſe the edition of 1582 was nothing 
than the edition of 1557, with a new title page 
a new preface. In both, editions the types are the 
ame, and reſemble each other in the irregularity 
err poſition, and the weakneſs and illegibility of 
impreſſion. Further, the firſt and laſt words of 

. N e 
(he ſubſcription,” at the end, is dated, Baſileæ, per Henricum 


8 E ano M. D. L VII. menſe Auguſto, 


N 2 


inguiſhing paſſages of the Nazarene Goſpel: and 


{I 
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each page are the ſame in both editions, except th 

p. 206, 207, there is a trifling difference in reſpes i Ma 

the words, which follow e NY. However, the 

ther they are the ſame or not, is of no great importueefor 

in the preſent inquiry, and therefore I ſhall leave t mez 
man 


queſtion to be determined by thoſe, who are bibliogy 
phers by profeſſion. Mr. Nahmmacher, who has pu nſlat 
liſhed three diſſertations entitled, Animadverſionez 
Evangelium Hebraicum Sebaſtiani Miinſteri,” in whi 
he endeavours by the help of this Goſpel to exply 
difficult paſſages of the Greek, has mentioned anoth 
edition publiſhed by Cinquarbres, or Quinquarbore 
as he ſtyled himſelf in Latin, at Paris in 1551. 
_ Sebaſtian Minſter in his dedication to the King 
England, Henry VIII. ſays that he did not print ü 
Hebrew verſion exactly as it was in his manuſcript, 
that he ſupplied the deficiences, wherever it was it 
perfect . His publication therefore is of no value 
a critic: for no man can quote a reading of this 61 
pet, either for or againſt a reading of the Greek tu 
ſince he muſt always remain in doubt, whether it ft 
in the manuſcript, or whether it was one of Miſt 
additions. _ | If 
One of the motives to this publication was the hd 
of converting the Jews; for Minſter relates in his? 
face*, that he was requeſted by thoſe, who had { 
the extracts which he had given from it in ſome of! 
former works, to print it for that purpoſe. But Mi 
ſter himſelf, who doubted whether it would prod 
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Y Matthæi N "2 ſua, hoc eſt, Hebraica ling 
© expreſſ 


non qualiter apud Hebrzorum vulgus lacerum inveni, ſed a m 
dintegratum et in unum corpus redactum emittimus. 


| | Fo bei 
2 P. 11. Quum illud ante multos annos in libris meis Hebri * 4 
citaſſem, eſſentque qui me ſollicitarent tantum theſaurum in pubiſ . Cy 
ut emiiterem, futurum ſperantes ut—qui alieni ſunt a Chriſto * am 
occaſione traherentur ad Chriſtum, tam honeſtam et ſanctam pe, Bibt 
nem repellere indignum ratus, &c. N. B. Though I quot: Bi: . EY 
number of the page, in order to direct the reader, the pages Vic crit. 


preface itſelf are not numbered. 
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as cffe&*, had another motive. He ſuppoſed that 
; WH Matthew's original was in the very fame language, 
the Goſpel which he publiſhed®, and concluded 
refore that his work would be of uſe in aſcertaining 
meaning of the Greek text, becauſe the Hebrew 
many peculiarities, which it 1s difficult to expreſs in 
anſlation . On this occaſion he caſts a very unſea- 
able cenſure on thoſe, who truſt to verſions, as if 
Goſpel, which he publiſhed, were not itſelf a ver- 

But fince it is not a verſion into the ſame dialect, 
hich the Goſpel was originally written, it will not 
ys aſſiſt us in attempting to diſcover the words of 
original. It is true that the Chaldee diale& which 
ſpoken by Chriſt and his Apoſtles, is in its ſtruc- 
very cloſely allied to the Rabbinic: but in their 
les of expreſſion there is a material difference, eſ- 
ally fince the European Jews have adopted ſo many 


pel is that of modern Rabbinic. Further, the 
lator does not appear to have been fortunate in 
choice of his phraſes: and like the Syriac tranſlator 
as not always availed himſelf of the advantages, 
h the language, in which he wrote, afforded him. 
Sermon on the mount for inſtance, if it were re- 


my ſlated into the language ſpoken by Chriſt in ſuch 
had Manner that the forms of expreſſion uſed. by the 
ne of ancient 


the Preface to the edition of 1557, p. 8. he ſays, Non quia 
populum cervicoſum illum hujus in ſua lingua publicatione 
um agniturum ſpes fit, cum illud ſemper habuerint quidem, im- 
int autem ſemper. 5 


te the quotation in the preceding Note (7), where Minſter 
e expreſſion in nativa ſua, hoc eſt, Hebraica lingua. 


einde, quod quædam ob ſermonum idiomata, fic in alienam 
m, transfundi non poſſunt, ut vel eandem et nativam, paremve 
e gratiam claritatemque præferant. Quod huic linguz peculiare 
eſt. It is true that theſe words may be referred to the 
ctamf Bible only: but they may relate alſo to the Hebrew Goſpel, 


3 ünſter is not the only perſon, who has expected to derive from 


uch critical aſſiſtance, 


= 


s from other languages, and the dialect of Minſter's 
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ancient Rabbins were preſerved, . would receive wil 
conſiderable light: but from the tranſlation of this 4M 
courſe in Münſter's edition, we can derive little or if 
information. In many places we find a very gy 
tranſlation, but there are others again in which | 
tranſlator might certainly have choſen better expreſin 
At Matt. xxvii. 62. cumnytnoav ought to have be 
rendered by 13D) 5, inſtead of which we find thei 
Choſen expreſſion DR)". Ver. 65, 66. uv5-wdie ou 
probably in Rabbinic to be written N ο Y ga 
ably to what we find in the Syriac verſion“, becaule im tt 
ſubject related to a Roman guard: but in Mint 
edition x»5-wie is given by IPD. The difficult x 
ſage, ch. xxviii. 1. might have been rendered inte 
gible merely by the uſe of the word NN *: but! 
tranſlator, inſtead of adopting this word has rende 
the paſlage thus, nun NA N Das IN 
In ſhort the tranſlation is of no value. 

1 have already obſerved that the language of 
tranſlation is Rabbinic : and it appears to be the ft 
kind of Rabbinic as was uſed by Jowilh writers of! 
twelfth and following centuries. - It is therefore 
improbable that this tranſlation was made by a Jer 
convert, in the interval between the twelfth and 
teenth century, in order to furniſh his brethren 
a true hiſtory of Chriſt, and to confute the tabul 
and abſurd accounts, which were current among 
Jews, If this be true, as it really appears to be, 
may conclude that the tranſlation was made, not | 
the Greek, but from the Vulgate, for we cannot ei 
a knowledge of the Greek language in a Jewiſh con 
of the middle ages. That it was made from the 
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te is confirmed alſo by an obſervation of Wetfſtein*, 
at wherever the ſame Greek word is differently ren- 
red in the Latin, different Hebrew words occur in 
is Goſpel, and on the contrary, where different Greek 

prds are rendered by the ſame Latin word, in each 
-oW:.ce of this Goſpel likewiſe is uſed the ſame Hebrew 
> brd: moreover that there are many phraſes, which 


w* 
15 ( ® 
OT 1 

8 0 
ch [1 


the tray a literal tranſlation from the Latin. For inſtance 
; 01908 Matt. iii. 2. one of Welſtein's examples, which I 

ge quoted in the note, every man, who tranſlated 
wlc Wm the Greek, would probably render neravorire by 
5 : but inſtead of this ſingle word we find in Mün- 
cult p 


rs edition NAN TY, which litterally correſponds 
the phraſe uſed in the Vulgate, pænitentiam agite. 
rther, the tranſlator has added TDYNA in vivis, which 
ot in the Vulgate, but on which Mr. Nahmmacher 
a very happy conjecture. I have never compared 
s Hebrew Goſpel, line for line, with the Greek and 
tin texts; but even a curſory examination of it has 
mſhed me with ſeveral examples, which confirm 
etſtein's opinion, eſpecially ch. v. 23. where no tranſ 


| inte 
but! 
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e of 
the {at 


ers of! 


efore on is given of en, a word which had been baniſhed 
a Jem the Vulgate, but is retained in almoſt all the 
and Week manuſcripts. A more complete examination of 
hren 


Goſpel would probably ſupply a great variety of 
ances, which might completely elucidate this ſub- 


> fabul 
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But if it be true that the Hebrew Goſpel publiſhed 
Minſter was tranſlated from the Vulgate at a period 
chan the twelfth century, it follows, that, even if 

| Munſter 


Prol. p. 105, Quoties eadem vox Grzca aliter in Latino red- 
etiam in Hebraico diverſa occurrunt vocabula: contra ubi 
z voces Grzcz eodem modo in Latino vertuntur, in Hebraico - 
n vox recurrit: ut Matth. ii. 7, 8. diligenter didicit. it, 2. pœni- 
len agite. xv. 32. triduo. XVii. 14. ſafe et crebro. xviii. 12. eam 
ect. 5. 0 travit, 24. qui debebat ei, xx. 13. Facio tibi injuriam, XX. 26. 
$i ad ſeptimum, XXiv. 24. ut in errorem inducantur, fi  fieri poteſt, 
. 5. laguco ſe fuſpendit, xxviii. 1. primo mane, ad verbum, Lati- 
kquens codicem, convertit. 
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Miinſter had printed accurately from his manuſcyliia | 
without any alterations, it could be of no value t» Wo 
critic in determining the authenticity of the Greek o 
dings, becauſe the text of this Hebrew Goſpel ſh:wiMW:&: 
only what were the readings of that copy of the Vi atth 
gate, from which the tranſlation was made. It nig nne 
uld 


be uſed indeed by a collector of various readings to 
Vulgate : but as the manuſcripts of the Vulgate writ 
in the twelfth and following centuries are fo veryn 
merous, it would be a uſeleſs labour to collect reading 
from a Hebrew tranſlation of it. | 
Mr. Knoch is of opinion, that the tranſlation m 
not made by a Jew, becauſe it contains many expr 
ſions, which militate againſt the rules of gramm us ei 
But violations of this kind will not prove that the a0 
thor was not a Jew, for the moſt learned Rabbins( 
the middle ages are frequently inattentive to the ru 
of grammar, and couple ſometimes maſculines with 
minines. Rabbinic is of itſelf a corrupt dialed, at 
bears the ſame relation to pure Hebrew, as the Lat 
of the middle ages to the Latin of the Auguſtan ag 
Nay, theſe very ſoleciſms would rather induce me | 
believe that a Jew was the author, becauſe a Chriſta 
who had been taught Hebrew by the rules of grammd 
and was become ſufficiently maſter of the language ictiy: 
be able to write it, would probably have written ce, 
correctly. Some have ſuppoſed that Munſter himk 
was the author of this verfion : but this ſuſpicion: 
certainly ungrounded, becauſe Tilet's edition agrees 
the main with that of Munſter, and therefore neltl 
of them can have been forged by the editors. Beſid 
if Münſter's object had been to impoſe on the wolf f de n 
he would probably have exhibited a very different tte boo 


E In his Critical and Hiſtorical Accounts of the Brunſwick 
lection of Bibles*, page $55+ he gives the following exanf 
Yea! M15 d. where He demonſtrativum is uſed be 
the ſtatus CD ok I admit that this is contrary to a gram 
rule 24 even in the Hebrew Bible we ſometimes find exception 

© p 
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ſed would have inſerted a Hebrew tranſlation of all 
to Woe paſſages, which Jerom had quoted from the Goſ- 
ot the Nazarenes. This would have been a more 
tual method of making his Goſpel paſs for St. 
atthew's original: but ſince he has not acted in this 
nner, it is difficult to comprehend what advantage he 
ald propoſe to himſelf in aſcribing the work to ano- 
er, if it was really his own. 
The other edition of St. Matthew's Goſpel in Hebrew 
s publiſhed by Jean de Tilet“, Biſhop of Brieux, 
o brought it in manuſcript from Rome, and Jean 
ercier', at Paris in 1555. Its Latin“ title is Evange- 
m hebraicum Matthæi, recens e Judzorum penetra- 
us erutum, cum interpretatione Latina ad Vulgatam, 
oad fieri potuit, accommodata. Cum privilegio. 
riſus apud Mart. Juvenem. M. D. L. v. It appears to 
ntain the ſame verſion, as that which was publiſhed 
Minſter, with this difference that the two manu- 
ipts varied in many places from each other'. In 


een the editions: but this aroſe probably from the 
cumſtance that Münſter's manuſcripts had chaſms, 
ich were ſupplied by the editor, whereas Tilet printed 
fe paſſages from his manuſcript, which was not fo 
fective. Of Tilet's edition, which is not, only very 
rce, but more valuable than that of Munſter, Mr. 
amer has been ſometime engaged in writing a critical 


Iblic5. 


In Latin, Tilius. | Johannes Mercerus. 


do not quote the Hebrew title, becauſe I am not in poſſeſſion 
the book itſelf, and I am not certain, whether the tranſcript, which 
deen given of the Hebrew title, be accurate. 


inſtance the word Jeſus, is in Miinſter's edition MN“, but in 
et's J. | Ex | 


e paſſages there is certainly a material difference be- 


ſcription, which J hope he will communicate to the 


They ſometimes vary in the mode of writing proper names. 
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CH A OY. | - en; 


OF ST. MARK'S GOSPEL. 


SECT." 1. Pat | 


Of the perſon of St. Mark, and the circumlances o 
hats life. 


OUBTS have been entertained both in anci 

and modern times, in refpe& to the perſon 
that Mark, who wrote the ſecond of our four Goſyy 
The Fathers are unanimous in calling him the cn 
panion of St. Peter, who in his firſt Epiſtle, ch. v. 
mentions a perſon of the name of Mark, whom 
calls his fon, that is, his favourite diſciple n. And it 
probable that this Mark 1s the fame perſon as the Mat 
who is mentioned in other parts of the New Teh 
ment, eſpecially Acts xii. 12. where it appears that 
Peter was intimate in the houſe of his mother. Mor 
over the Mark who is mentioned Acts xii. 12. accon 
panied St. Paul on his travels*. Hence we may ca 
clude with great probability, that St. Mark the Eu 
geliſt, Mark the ſon of Mary, who ſometime attend fark 
St. Paul, and Mark who is mentioned by St. Peter 
his firſt Epiſtle, are one and the ſame perſon. TI 
objections, which have been made to their 1dent 
are anſwered by Lardner in his Supplement to l 
Credibility of - the Goſpel Hiſtory, Vol. I. Ch. 
Sect. 1. ae a 


: + 
*. 
+ 
4 
* 


m Dr. Heumann takes the word * ſon” in this paſſage in the litWat th. 
ſenſe. But if St. Peter had been the father of St. Mark in 
proper ſenſe of the word, St. Luke would hardly have written! 
xii. 12. He (namely Peter) came to the houſe of Mary, the 
ther of John, whoſe ee. was Mark: nor would St. Paul in 
epiſtle to the Coloſſians ch. iv. 10. have diſtinguiſhed Mark by 
title of ©.couſin of Barnabas, but would have uſed the more dil 
guiſhed appellation of ſon of Peter.“ 
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f appears from Acts xii. 12. that St. Mark's original 
me was John, the ſurname of Mark having probably 
en adopted by him, when. he left Judza to go into 
Wrcion countries, a practice not unuſual among the 
-ws of that age, who frequently aſſumed a name 
Pore familiar to the nations which they viſited, than 
Pat by which they had been diſtinguiſhed in their own 
puntry. It appears alſo from the ſame paſſage, that 
is mother's name was Mary, that ſhe lived in Jeru- 
lem, and that the Chriſtians of that city frequently 
embled in her houſe. From Col, iv. 10. we learn 
jat he was a couſin of St. Barnabas; from Acts xii. 25. 
dat he accompanied St. Paul and St. Barnabas on their 
fit to the Gentiles: from ch. xiii. 13. that he de- 
arted from them and returned to Jeruſalem: and from 
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anch 
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whom I. Faul having refuſed to take him his next journey, 


And i accompanied St. Barnabas alone, who then quitted 
ne Mal. Paul. However he. was afterwards reconciled to St. 
x Tu], and became again his fellow-labourer in the 
that Woſpel: for he was with St. Paul during his impriſon- 


Mol ent in Rome, as appears from Coloſſ. iv. 19. and 
. acconfſſhilem. 24. In the latter paſſage St. Paul ranks him 


may colfſÞÞong his fellow-labourers, and in the former paſſage 
he Eu mentions his deſign of ſending him to Coloſſæ. St. 
attend lark accompanied alſo St. Peter, as we have already 
| Peter Men from 1 Pet. v. 13.3 and was fo highly eſteemed 
on. I him, as to be called his ſon, in the ſame manner 
deni Timothy is thus called by St. Paul“. That St. 
it to Hark was a native Jew is evident from what has been 


ready ſaid : but that he was of the tribe of Levi, as 
ave afferts”, is not certain. It is true that St. Bar- 
abas his couſin was a Levite*; but this will not prove 


at St. Mark was likewiſe a Levite, for it is a miſtake 
in the lit 


Mark in Nhe have a remarkable inſtance in the caſe of Chriſt 


, te Ist. John the Baptiſt: for, though Mary and Eliza- 
t. Paul in | 7 beth 
Mark by 3 


more di, n See Lardner's Supplement, vol. I. Ch. 7. Sect. 5. 


xv. 36—40. that in conſequence of his depature, 


at the Jews never married out of their own tribe. - 
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latter part of the account, namely that St. Mai 
object was to omit nothing which had been deliver 


$ 


David and the tribe of Judah: but St. John was tl 
ſon of a prieſt and conſequently of the tribe of Levi. 


beth were relations“, yet Chriſt was of the family 1 


— 
8E C x. IL | 1 
Hiſtorical accounts relative to St. Mark's Goſpel, Clen 


N biſhop. of Hierapolis at the beginning ifiþ-2y7 
the ſecond century, has given the following accoulii«: 7 
of St. Mark's Gofpel, for which he appeals to the we 
thority of John the preſpyter'. Maęxos hen £opument 
Heręes Yevoprvos =, 05% £vnoveurev, Meg eyearer v uin 
rage ra uro Ts X4 n NEN err M WN bevræ, urs Ni 
mere Tu Kvpiv, ure WapnxoAuinoty avry* vireov de, wi ih1 
Heręp, os Weg rag Xerics ETOLEITO THE didaonaning, AM vi 
WETER vr r E TW Kue, WorgEves Ar. O2-t nden na 
Maęxog Tg f Yearbas Ws G&TEMVNOVEUTEL® EVO; Ap Eo 
Wobei, Tv unden wv nxuce W. ũ᷑“̃ Nur ,,! 1 euouclai ni 
evrois. From the preceding account we learn that“ 
Mark committed to writing what he had heard deliven | 
by St. Peter; and in this point, all other ancient tei not! 
monies, however different they may be in other reſpet\WAlex: 
agree with Papias and John the preſpyter. But t 


The following paſſage" from the writings of Papias is quote 
Euſeb. Hiſt. Eccleſ. Lib. III. cap. 39. 15 F y 


Þ When the Greek Fathers call St. Mark Eeymorn; IIerge, 
the Latin Fathers Iaterpres Petri, we muſt not underſtand * an inte 
one in the common acceptation of the word, of which St. Pee Ps 

ood leſs in need than St. Mark himſelf. It is fimilar to the phn 
Interpros Divum, when applied to Mercury, which fignifies * Me 
ſenger of the Gods.” Interpres Petri therefore, when applied 
St. Mark, fignifies nothing more than a perſon commiſlione! 
St, Peter to execute his commands.” Ms 


W 
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St. Peter, appears to be ſomewhat exaggerated: for 
very improbable that St. Peter knew nothing more 
W the hiſtory of Chriſt, that is contained in St. Mark's 
ſpel. The clauſe  pwev Tos Tafes Ta uro Tv Xin n 
ra n weaxberra, is well worthy of notice: for it 
Ws that John the preſbyter and Papias were of opi- 
Wn that St. Mark did not write according. to the 
er of time, as many modern harmoniſts have ima- 
; ged. 

Clement of Alexandria in his Troruruceig relates 1, 
leres $1/4001% Ev Pwpy Xn gvZaurog Tov AQVov, Xa WVEUjAGTS 
va YEAIov ESERTOVTOS, rug WAEMTAS WORANG o π 
as Tov Mapzov, ws av axoutnoarre autw og geben x 
mmpevoy TW AexPevruv avayeanlas T% tenjprvae Won 
ro Eva YEA farTaxdgvas TH5 JEopatevois HUTE" OED ETLYVOUT 
Ilergov TgoTger TINGS fur N TE Worprc ru 
ment t re agrees with Papias in ſaying, that 
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u; Mark committed to writing what he had learnt from 
a0 Peter. : ; | 
her na The ſame account is given by Origen, who, ſpeaking 
groups the four Goſpels, ſays, AtuTepov de To XaT% Mapxov, wg 
0a mi eos N &uTW, Woo ο t ] Here we muſt take 
that Mice, that the two Alexandrine Fathers, Clement and 


deliverd 
ent tell 
reſpet 

But d 
k Mar 


deliver 


gen, who were the moſt learned men of their age, 
nothing of St. Mark's. having publiſhed his Goſpel 
Alexandria, as later writers aflert. 


Irenzus, 


The following paſſage is quoted, from the Yrorunuous of Cle- 
= by Euſebius, Hiſt, Eceleſ. Lib. VI. cap. 14. In this place, 
ebius has not mentioned in what book of the Treruroctig the 
ige ſtood: but it appears from what he ſays, Lib. II. cap. 15. 
it was the /ixth wit © for he there likewiſe refers to Clement on 
ſubject, and ſays, e % r vroTurwo tun, 


It may be obſerved both of this quotation and of that in the pre- 


18 quoted 


6 leres, 
d an inte 


ch St. Pals paragraph, that neither Papias nor Clement of Alexandria 
0 the ph W'idered St. Mark's Goſpel as written by immediate inſpiration. 
nißes M is queſtion has been already examined, Vol. I. eh, iii, 
applied Jo | 


miſſionel Wl Theſe words are likewiſe quoted by Euſebius, Hiſt, Eceleſ. 


M. cap. 25. 


| 
| 
! 
| 
| 
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tua yeuPns. Thus far Euſebius relates in poſit 
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Irenzus, in his treatiſe againſt Hereſies, Lib. 11M a 
cap. 1. ſays: Mera Ty (ſcil. Terps xa; Tavis) ity 3 ho 
Mag 0 pobnrng X EC pa NVEUTNC Ileres XX GUTOGC TH Th 3 ), 
Ieręs XNpUTTopevc £YYexOws nw wap. This «i hel 
count of Irenzus agrees with that of Papias, Clem nt 


and Origen, in the aſſertion that St. Mark derived wil 
information from St. Peter. But Irenæus appears vil 
differ from Clement in ſaying, that St. Mark did i 
publiſh his Goſpel till after the death of St. Pete 
whereas Clement relates that he wrote it during the l 
of St. Peter. Their accounts however may be rec 
ciled on the ſuppoſition that, though St. Mark wn 
his Goſpel during the life of St. Peter, he did u 
make it publickly known till after St. Peter's death“ 
Tertullian, who diſtinguiſhed St. Mark and St. Luk 
from St. Matthew and St. John, calling the han 
Apoſtles, the former only apoſtolic men *, fays in! 
treatiſe againſt Marcion, Lib. IV. cap. 5. Lice o 
Marcus quod edidit Petri affirmetur, cujus inte 
Marcus. | T = cot 
Euſebius, in his Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory, Lib, ! 
cap. 15. has given the following account of St. Mat 
Goſpel. Tooero er] t Tas Tw &xpouxrwr Tv Hergs d 
yours Eeuvoetrias e, wo un Th firanmat avs tf 
af axon, jon de Ty aYeaPy Ts Few Knpvy wore; nil 
Xa Gt, WHexxAncert d Waroiais Maprov, „ ro eva. 
Oceperat, @xo0Av)ev ovra eres Arrapno at, ws av Kok 01% yeah may 
uToponjecs Tis dic NoYs Wopadoleions avrois x mot. 
$:IaTKoAos: wn ve TE RVEWHL, I) XATERY 00 HT) a4 To) an 
Kt Tau Gries event Tes To AfVopevs x, Mag 


terms, and appeals, a few lines afterwards, to Clem 
of Alexandria and Papias, as vouchers for its trul 
But immediately after the words juſt quoted, he ad 


= Mera T1YY r el is literally « after their exit, that is, i tion de 
their deceaſe: not * after their departure from Rome, as ſome ci geing 2 
have ſuppoſed*, EYES * | | 3k : 
u Adv. Marcion, Lib. IV, cap. 5. 


=» 
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Mm 1 account relative to St. Peter's conduct on this oc- 
ity I fon, which he introduces with the word. Sagt (they 
= 7), thereby implying that he reported only what 
bers had faid, without taking upon himſelf to war- 
emal nt its authenticity. His words are, youre de To N 
ed i O Tov AToonv, amroxoarunavrcs auTy Ts Wievparoe *, 
Ones TH. TW avdewy Wpodvprgy Xvgwoo e TY YeaPnv £6 


6 

— 
p. 1.08 

.#*k 


ars a e 

han, rag en! This is an addition to the pre- 
P«t ing account, and is a contradiction to that, which 
the have quoted in a preceding paragraph from Clement 


Wi Alexandria, according to which St, Peter neither 


um ohibited nor promoted St. Mark's Goſpel. Now it is 
aid ue that an account introduced by Enſebius, merely 
+ 3 Ich the expreſſion ac: (they ſay), is hardly of ſuffi- 
Lil"! authority to overturn the direct aſſertion of Cle- 
e ent“. Let on the other hand, it contains nothing 
« in Mrredible, whereas that of Clement is certainly a very 


Licet 0 
interpi 


traordinary one, ſince 1t 1s difficult to comprehend 
St. Peter could remain ſo very indifferent as Cle- 
ent repreſents him. In his ſeeond Epiſtle, ch. i. 15. 


Lib, Peter ſays, © I will endeavour that ye may be able = 
- Man my deceaſe to have theſe things always in remem- | 
ing nce:“ and in the three following verſes he gives an 
___ ount, which he produces as a proof of Chriſt's di- 
_ miſſion. Inſtead therefore of St. Peter's bein | 
_— lifferent as to the compoſition of St. Mark's Goſpel, | 
1s 1a may infer from the preceding paſſage, that he actually | 
KATH omoted it a | | 2 | 
1 T0) WM Among all the quotations, which I have hitherto 
r Mad from the writings of the moſt ancient Fathers, 
in poſit | we 
o Clem? | : 2 
irs troll Lrezanvharres auto Tv ff is commonly referred to the | 
od ceding words, by which conſtruction St. Peter is made to derive | 
|, he nformation from the Holy Ghoſt that St. Mark had written a | 
bel, a fact which St. Peter might certainly have learnt without 
ſupernatural interference. I will not aſſert that the clauſe in | 
that is, d lion does not admit of this conſtruction: but I think it is capable | 
as ſome eli being applied to the words which follow, and then the meaning 


the paſſage will be that St. Peter's command to read St. Mark's | 
ſpel in the churches was at the inſtigation of the Holy Ghoſt, ; g 
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of St. Mark's Goſpel in Rome. 


| fion, amoxaruarros aury r wiinpare;; but Jerom. ſays fimply, 
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we find no mention made of St. Mark's having pu 
liſhed his Goſpel at Alexandria. This report howenlff 

revailed in the fourth century, as appears from wh 
is related by Euſebius, Epiphanius, and Jerom. [ty 
firſt mentioned by Euſebius, who, in his Eccleſiaſtu 
Hiftory, Lib. II. cap. 16. ſays, Tron de Magxov gon 
Oaow e v Aiyurru S"ELA&jpevoy To Eva YYeAov, 0 dn u 


ouveYparbaro, XNEVERI EXXANTIGS TE WEWTOD er OUT Aua itt, 
dee ov5rnoachas, It appears from the word acu t apr 
uſebius mentions. this only as a report: and what nge 
immediately added in the ſame place, that the perſourheſ 
whole ſeverity of life and manners is deſcribed by Ph St. 
were the converts which St. Mark made at Alexandil not 
is evidently falſe. Epiphanius, in his fifty-firſt HereyWMkigte, 
ch. 6. gives the following account: Evfug de fers eſpec 
Marta,  axoAuVog Yevopuevos o Maprog Tw aYiy Ilergw i er pr 
ET UT PETET To EV&YYEALOV ex he x YeaPas & ro relic 
ure Ts & is Terps tg T1 Tw Aiyuarioy Xweav. Accordi ly * 
to Epiphanius then St. Mark wrote his Goſpel in Rom word 
while St. Peter was teaching the Chriſtian religion fie ve 
that city; and after he had written it, he was Cat ou ht 
St. Peter into Egypt. A fimilar account is given | > quo! 
Jerom in his Treatiſe on Illuſtrious Men, ch. wi i; fe 
Marcus diſcipulus et interpres Petri, juxta quod Petro at R 
referentem audierat, rogatus Rome a fratribus, brunt a 
ſcripſit Evangelium. Quod quum Petrus audiſqe pul 
Probavit, et eccleſiis legendum ſua auctoritate? edi. of 
ſicut Clemens in ſexto vrorurwoew ſcribit. Aſſum 
itaque Evangelio, quod ipſe confecerat, perrexit ad g 
tum, et primus Alexandriæ Chriſtum annuntians cof£uſteh | 
ſlit opts p 
| bers n 
: : & | : adly bi 
The word @gwroy is here ſomewhat ambiguous. If we tran che fo 
it by © firſt,” and underſtand the paſſage as . — that St. Mark Wh, iitle 


preached the Goſpel at Alexandria, it will be difficult to reconcile 
account with what Euſebius ſays elſewhere relative to the compol 


; / . BEES X (þ * 
In the paſſage quoted above from Euſebius was uſed the er _ 


autoritate. 
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pe uic eccleſiam tanta doctrinæ et vitæ continentia, ut 
es ſectatores Chriſti ad exemplum ſui cogeret.— 
ortuus eſt autem octavo Neronis anno, et ſepultus 
xandriæ, ſuccedente ſibi Aniano. Laſtly, the Coptic 
riſtians of the preſent age conſider St. Mark as the 
nder and firſt biſhop of their church*; and their 
riarch ſtyles himſelf, Unworthy ſervant of Jeſus 
iſt, called by the grace of God, and by his gracious 
| appointed to his ſervice, and to the ſee of the holy 

ange liſt Mark“. 5 ä 
Theſe accounts, though they agree in the main point 
St. Mark went to Alexandria and preached there, 
not perfectly conſiſtent in reſpect to the time when 
ifted that city. There is likewiſe ſome ambiguity 
eſpe& to the word © preaching,” which may denote _ 
er preaching the Goſpel, that is, teaching the Chriſ- 
religion, or preaching a written Goſpel, that is, 
ly reading and publithing it. In the latter ſenſe, 
word * preaching ? is uſed in the ſubſcription to the 
ac verfion of St. Mark's Goſpel: and in this ſenſe 
dught probably to underſtand the word as uſed in 
> quotations. If the preceding ſtatement be accu- 
it follows, that St. Mark publiſhed his Goſpel 
at Rome, and at Alexandria®: and therefore the 
unt above-quoted from Irenzus, if it de not true 
e publication of St. Mark's Goſpel at Rome, may 
ve of the publication of it at Alexandria. In this 
| ; | manner 


given | 
ch. wi 


d Petro 
us, bre 
audiſl 
eZ edid 
—Afﬀun 
ad Eg 3-9 5 
tians c aaſleb (Wanſleb) Relation d'un Voyage fait en Egypte, p. 132. 
ſtu opt pretend likewiſe that St. Mark was murdered by a band 
Peers near the lake Menzale : but if this account be true, he 
ardly buried at Alexandria, and his tomb in that city muſt be 
the forgeries of early ſuperſtition. ar 
is title I have copied from p. 9o, gt, of Wanſleb's Travels 
pt, preſerved in manuſcript in the univerſity library of Got- 


7 


f we tran 


iryſoſtom likewiſe, and other writers quoted by Lardner in the 


d the event to the W e the Goſpel Hiſtory, Vol. I. p. 175, 
ys fiop!) Wir, that St. Mark publiſhed his Goſpel at Alexandria -. 


Yi GED „ 
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manner the relation of Irenzus may be reconciled will 
that of other writers, and an ancient controverſy relwli 
to St. Mark's Goſpel decided. However, I pra 
this mode of ſolution as a mere hypotheſis: and Iy 
far from conſidering it as an indiſputable fact tha i 
Mark publiſhed his Goſpel at Alexandria, becauſe ii 
two Alexandrine Fathers, Clement and Origen, | 

not mentioned itꝰ. | tf Gon 

If the hypotheſis of a two-fold publication of 
Mark's Goſpel, firſt at Rome and afterwards at A 


andria, were a true one, it might very convenienth| be 
applied to explain a difficulty relative to the twehe en t 
verſes of this Goſpel, namely ch. xvi. G- 20. Me ot 


may be ſaid againſt the authenticity of this paſſag 
I have already ſhewn in my Hiſtory of the Reſurredinſpriſor 
and ſince I wrote this treatiſe ſtill more evidence 0 
been produced againſt the paſſage. It is wanting il 
celebrated Codex Vaticanus, which 1s perhaps the m 
important Greek manuſcript now extant, and it 5 


bable that it was not acknowledged by Euſebuy if 
further, a Greek manuſcript in the Wolfenbüttel liver: a 
has a Prologue to St. Mark's Goſpel, in which no mer: 
| rice is taken of it. On the other hand, ſo much i verſes 
be ſaid in favour of this paſſage, that it would be dit. 
ficult to reje& it: for it is contained in almoſt al of th 
Greek manuſcripts now extant, there is nothing inM(elt h. 
ſtyle which particularly diſtinguiſhes it from the into 
the Goſpel, and we can hardly ſuppoſe that St. acc 
ended at ver. 8. with OE Y, in the middle dn an 
narration. St. Mark had related, ch. xvi. 18. et a 
the women, who went to viſit the ſepulchre, fn Ga 
angel who informed them that Jeſus was riſen, Id not 
commanded them to tell it to Peter and the oth! with 
f | . Allee, 
Pag. 179-188. ä pe 


- * See Birch's account in the Orient. Bibl. Vol, XXIII. þ 
149. | OOF TR 


* Sce the New Orient. Bibl. Vol. II. p. 141, 
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bs, but that they ſaid nothing to any man becauſe 
W 7 were afraid. Now if St. Mark ended here, it 


cr | 

1 be aſked by what means did he learn that which 
di bad already related in reſpect to the ſepulchre and 
hat > angel, ſince the women at that time did not report 


er to Peter, or to any one what they had ſeen and 
ard?. But this difficulty may be removed if we ſup- 
e that St. Mark wrote the twelve laſt verſes. as well 
the reſt of the Goſpel: and the doubts, which even 
ancient times were entertained of their authenticity, 
be explained on the ſuppoſition that St. Mark, 
en he compoſed his Goſpel at Rome with the aſſiſt- 
e of St. Peter, wrote as far «PoCuvra yag, that his 
greſs was then ſtopped either by the death or the 
priſonment of St. Peter, but that he re- aſſumed and 
ſhed his narration on his arrival at Alexandria, It is 
„ that this explanation, though it aſcribes theſe 
les to St. Mark as their author, deprives them of 
t hiſtorical certainty, which they would have poſ- 
d, if written under the immediate inſpection of St. 
er: and therefore, as I have already ſaid, I propoſe it 
mere hypotheſis. At any rate however, the twelve 


ule 0 
FX 


z 


nuch i verſes of St. Mark's Goſpel have the appearance of 
11d be ddition, which. does not tally with the n 
oft all of the diſcourſe. According to ch. xiv. 28. Chri 

hing incl! bad ſaid, After that I am riſen I will go before 
the into Galilee,” and according to ch. xv. 7. the very 
© St. MF account. was given by the angel at the ſepulchre. 
ddle dn an author who had thus prepared his readers to 


ect a narrative of Chriſt's interview with his diſci- 
in Galilee, it might be reaſonably expected that he 
d not neglect to relate it: but in the concluſion of 
ark's Goſpel, no mention is made of an interview 
alilee, though it had been twice declared that Chriſt 
d appear there . Is | 825 & 
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Cr. MW. Wi 
Agreement of the accounts given in the preceding ſectim u 
| tlie contents of St. Mark's Goſpel. | 


THAT St. Mark wrote his Goſpel in Rome, will > 
1 the aſſiſtance and under the direction of St. AH“ 
agrees extremely well with the contents of the Goh 37 
itſelf, and may ſerve likewiſe to explain ſeveral pat - 
culars, which at firſt ſight appear extraordinary, k wy 
inſtance, where St. Peter is concerned in the narrati an 
mention is ſometimes made of circumſtances, whi = 
are not related by the other Evangeliſts, as at cl Rn 
29—33. ix. 34. xi. 21. xiv. 30. And on the « Ag 
trary, the high commendations, which Chriſt beſton TY 
on St. Peter, as appears from Matth. xvi. 17—19. ll Je 
which the Apoſtle, through modeſty, would hardly h 3 
repeated, are wanting in St. Mark's Goſpel, = ; 
- Ch. xiv. 47. St. Mark mentions neither the name & 
the Apoſtle, who cut off the ear of the High Pi b wo! 
| ſervant, nor the circumſtance of Chriſt's healing Wl f 
We know that this Apoſtle was St. Peter, for his m . 5 
is expreſſiy mentioned by St. John: but an Exangierfta 
who wrote his Goſpel at Rome during the life o WW. 
Peter, would have expoſed him to the danger of ba * 
accuſed by his adverſaries, if he had openly related 1 
fact. Had St. Mark written after the death o 8 
Peter, there would have been no neceſſity for this I 
tion *. a | . 
Further, as St. Mark wrote for the immediate uk 2 
the Romans, he ſometimes gives explanations vill .. 4 
were neceſſary for foreigners, though not for the i, C 
bitants of Paleſtine. - For inſtance, ch. vii. 2. he Mit o. 
- plains the meaning of % ανννε YXEeCE: and ver. 1!: repul | 
9 | __ 7, 
TO A | 3 _ 8: 
'E This obſervation was. made by Euſebius: but Jerom and I for th 


bl 


have overrated it. 
I 2 
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., In the ſame chapter, ver. 3, 4. he gives a de- 
Wotion of ſome Jewiſh cuſtoms: and ch. xv. 42. he 
WE /:jos the meaning of magarxeun. At ch. xv. 21. he 
tions that Simon was the father of Alexander and 
Wfus, a circumſtance not mentioned by the other 
ngeliſts: but to St. Mark's readers the circumſtance 
WS intereſting, becauſe Rufus was at that time in Rome, 
popears from Rom. xvi. 13. See alſo Wetſtein's 
Wt cs to ch. vii. 26. xi. 22. 8 

That St. Mark wrote his Goſpel in Rome, and for 
uſe of the Romans, is likewiſe the reaſon why he 
omitted many particulars in the life of Chriſt, which 


Arat 


, Vi related by St. Matthew and St. Luke. The genea- 
it cl. WS. for inſtance, though intereſting to the Jews, was 
* ſo to the Romans: and the ſame may be ſaid of 


it's nativity at Bethlehem, a name well known to 


19. Jens, but probably unknown to the Romans. 
"yy total omiſſion of Chriſt's admirable ſermon on the 
el * nt, which St. Matthew has given at full length, 
n 


St. Luke in ſhort extracts, appears at firſt ſight; 


h Put rather extraordinary. But we muſt recolle& that 


ealing ſermon was in fact polemical, and immediately 
his ed againſt the falſe morality of the Phariſees. | To 
* erſtand this ſermon therefore, it is abſolutely ne- 


ary to have a previous knowledge of the Pharifaic 
rines: but theſe doctrines were unknown to the 
ans. The unlearned are not only mcapable of 
prehending this diſcourſe, but are in danger with- 


r of bi 
elated! 
ith of 


Ir thus the affiſtance of a learned interpreter, - of totally 
_ CO its meaning. It is a known fact, that very 
_— neous moral doctrines have been deduced from it, 
100S n 


that theſe doctrines have been applied as objections 
he Chriſtian religion. It has been aſſerted, that 
it totally prohibited the adminiſtration of an oath, - 
repulſe of violence, an appeal to a magiſtrate, or 
gefence. For theſe reaſons, St. Peter himſelf would 
ve lly have delivered this diſcourſe. to the Romans: 
m and WS for theſe reaſons, St. Mark paſſed it over in ſilence. 
| FOR 0 3 | The 
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The ſame motive induced him to give in only a{ 

words, ch. xii. 38—40. another difcourſe, which Chi 
directed to the Phariſees, and which St. m_— 
ones at n length. 5 


4 8 E CT. „„ 
St. \. Mark derived his information, not only 'from 8. Pa 
but likewiſe from written core a ae which Ne ns int 


oa 43's 755 8 e 


ROM thee: SEO? of the eccleſiaſtical write 
which - have been quoted in the fecond tection 
this chapter, it appears that St. Mark derived his kno 
ledge ob Chrift's life and character from St. Peter: a 


if. we judged from | theſe accounts alone, we ſhot 


conclude that he had no other ſource, of 1nformati 
But, notwithſtanding the ſilence of the Fathers in rex 
to any written documents, which were uſed by St. Mat 


1 18 certain that he made uſe of other Goſpels in f 


cempoſition of his ow-n. I have already ſhewn | Ll 


third chapter, that St. Mark agrees in his expre 


both with St. Matthew and with St. Luke, in 0 
manner as he would hardly have done, unleſs the 
finſt Goſpels. had been connected, either mediate) 
immediately, with each other. In the choice of 
materials he agrees partly with St. Matthew, partly 
St. Luke, and omits many material tranſactions recoi 


by St. John, but which are not mentioned. eithe! 


St. Matthem or by St. Luke. And in the arrange 
of his facts he ſometimes agrees withi St. Luke, 
the order of time is not obſerved, and in oppoſition 
St! Matthew, which can. hardly be explained by 
accident; Of the truth of this aſſertion the fe. 
will be convinced * turning to thie Table, which I! 
gi 


dunts 
le, N 
k m. 
ſame 
dl, P * 
n the 
ion b 
he fo 
le uſe 
pel, « 
pel w 
e fou 
e of 


IS no 
if 
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en, ch. ii. ſect. 7. and comparing the accounts of 
three Evangeliſts. 


heſe phænomena may be explained, either on at 


1 otheſis that there was an immediate connection be- 
en the three firſt Goſpels, or on the hypotheſis, that 
e was only a mediate one. I have already obſerved 
he third chapter, that the three firſt Evangeliſts do 
appear to have ſeen each other's writings: If this 
rue, we can aſſume only a mediate connection, that 
| e can aſſume only the hypothefis of a common 
„ pre, from which they ſeverally drew. St. Luke, in 
un breface to his Goſpel, mentions that ſeveral written 
| dunts were then in circulation; and I think it pro- 
e, not only that St. Luke, but likewiſe that St. 
wi tk made uſe of theſe written accounts, correcting at 
12555 1 time whatever was erroneous by the iner 
i df, Peter. 
45 n the contrary, they aha aſſume an immediate con- 
e dal on between the three firſt Goſpels, muſt, adopt one 
_ be four followjng ſuppoſitions: 1* that St. Mark 
m_ e ue of St. Matthew's, Goſpel, or 20 of St. Luke's 
+. Male!) or 377 of both ach, or 4* that St. Mark's 
1s in el was uſed by St. Matthew. and St. Luke. Alb 


e four ſuppoſitions have had their advocates. Ir 
e of them I find inſurmountable. difficulties, in 


ers not: I will examine therefore each of then | I” | 
1 


un in! 
Pie MO 
in {ud 
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; 5 „ t gre: 
Examination of the queſtion, whether St. Mark made i ma) 
3200 15 St. Mattſieꝛc's Goſpel *. . u he 


HAT St. Mark made uſe of St. Matthew's Gojy 
1 has been hitherto a very common opinion, and! 
the former editions of this Introduction J adopted i 
highly probable: but a recent and more minute « 
mrmation of this ſubject has convinced me that | 

opinion is ungrounded. Dr, Lardner, in the Sup 
ment to the Credibility of the Goſpel Hiſtory, Vol, 
ch. 10. had ſhewn by ſeveral arguments, the princy 
of which was drawn from the apparent contradidig 
between St. Matthew and St. Mark, that the comma 
opinion was at leaſt doubtful: and in the year 17 
a ſmall tract was | publiſhed by Dr. Koppe, entit 
Marcus ion Epitomator Matthei, in which the author! 
ſhewn that it is no longer tenable. | 


Though the notion that St. Mark epitomized 
Matthew has in modern times been very general, 
find no mention made of it by any eccleſiaſtical wii 
before Auguſtin, who, in his treatiſe De conſenſu Ev 


* 


ö U 
geliſtarum, Lib. I. cap. 2. ſays, Marcus Matthe 0 
. fubſecutus tanquam pediſſequus ejus et breviator vide Tn 
From theſe words it appears that Auguſtin advanced bel 
only as a probable opinion: but the reputation of Mint. f 
4 aulttin was ſo great that his opinion was very gener"; 
_ adopted, and thus a mere conjecture was converted ui. pad 
Þ an indiſputable fact. On the other hand, the circulſfy.. Ky, 
i ſtance that no eccleſiaſtical writer before Auguſtin Non tl 
| advanced this opinion is no. argument againſt it: | 
they are equally ſilent in reſpect to other written do 
ments, and yet ſome written document was certa They v 
uſed by St. Mark, That this however was not . arriy 
1 e io E 8 


u that 


any! 
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Natthew's Goſpel will appear from the following argu- 

__ 

Bp Mark agrees with St. Luke, in an equal if 
n degree than with St. Matthew: and therefore 

may as well ſay that he copied from St. Luke, as 

u he copied from St. Matthew. Whoever then does 
admit that he copied from the former, muſt not 
clude that he copied from the latter, for the infer- 
Goj e in the one caſe would be as valid as in the other. 
and d the other hand, if St. Mark's agreement with St. 
d ü anew really proves that he copied from him, his 
te cement with St. Luke will prove that he copied like- 
bat Me from this Evangeliſt, and then St. Mark's Goſpel 

Supa be conſidered. as an extract, not from St. Mat- 
Vo W's only,. but from St. Matthew's and St. Lune 8 
rina 

adicun . pot d that St. Mark. did not uſe St. Matthew” 8. 
Own AP is probable from this circumſtance, that he fre- 


ar 15 ntly deviates from St. Matthew in the order of time, 


ent: the arrangement of his facts. As St. Matthew was. 
ithorl \poſtle and eye- wit neſs to the facts which he related, 
Mark could not have wiſhed for better authority; 
1zed Wi therefore if he had St. Matthew's. Goſpel before 
neral, , when he wrote his own, he would hardly have 
cal wil med a different arrangement. It might be ſaid 1n- 
iu EV that he made alterations. on the authority of St. 
Lattheſſger: but this ſuppoſition is very improbable. ; 
Ir videt . Though there are ſeveral parts of. St. Matthew? 5 
wancel el, ſuch as the genealogy, the ſermon on the 
on of nt, forme prophecies from the Old Teſtament, the 
geneiunt of the death of Judas - Iſcariot, and ſome few 
verted ie paſſages, which an Evangeliſt, who wrote chiefly 
ne cIrUllte uſe of the Romans, might not improperly omit, 
_ on the other hand, there are ſeveral accounts 12 | 
nſt l 55 "= 
tten dot 5 | 8 8 
Certi\They who contend that St. Matthew wrote his Goſpel after St. 


as not B+ arrival in Rome, may deduce another argument againſt the 
e | 8 "Na it, Mark copied from i it. But on this ghee: I og 
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ch. x. 19—JY. (ſee Ne. 86), where ſome of the mati 


repfoof of St. Peter: and what is ſtill more extract 
_rfary, he has (ch. x. 31.) the coneluſion of the para 


be flrſſ, though he bas not the parable itſelf. Sur 


licacy what appeared to be unfavourable: to St. Pal 
T ahſwer, that this was not the uſual practice of“ 


l might be oh ected indeed that the whole paffage Mall. .d ; 


St. Matthew's Goſpel; of the omiſſion of which in 
Mark's Goſpel it is really difficult to aſſign a ru 

and which therefore lead to the concluſion that St. My 
thew's Goſpel was not uſed by St. Mark. Exam 
of this kind the reader will find by turning to the Tull 
of the Gofpel Hiſtory, ch. ii. ſe&. 7. and conſul 
Ne. 46, 100, 108, 109. A ſtill more remarkable if 
ſtance is the omiſſion of what is related by St. Mattia 
ch. xiv. 28—32. (Ne. 363), a relation in which | 
Peter was particularly concerned, and which St. Md 
would hardly have omitted, if he had read it in 
Matthew. Again, the hiſtory recorded by St. Mi 
theiv, ch. xix; 16.— Xx. 16, is delivered by St. Ma 


parts of the narration are omitted: for inſtance, Pen 
reply to Chriſt, What ſhall we have therefore? In 
thet, he has omitted the long parable related by Wie: 
Matthew, ch. xx. 116. which Chriſt delivered . 


Many, who are firſt, ſhall'be laſt, and the laſt acc 


then St. Mark had not acceſs to St. Matthew's Goppel a, 
for he would then have known the whole of the na ce 
tion, and - conſequently would not have neglected WW: 
relate the moſt material parts of it. If it be ob 1 


that St. Mark, even though he knew the whole of wh, 


tad been related by St. Matthew, ch. xix. 16—s. idee 
might purpoſely have omitted through motives of 


Mark, who Has written” as freely of St. Peter as of Le 
other Apoſtles; and even if the contrary were ht le 
there was no neceſſity for ſuppreſſing the narrative i th; 


28.32, of which Mere are no traces in che other Evangeliſt, 
22 of an interpolatien; and therefore that this xai 
not deculve, - 2 | 


= | 
1 
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h in f is object might have been equally well attained by 
rei cefling only che name, and laying in general terms, 
St. Me . e of the diſoiples.“ Beſides, it is evident from what 


am erk has actually related, ch. x. 28—31. that he 
he T no ſuch object in view: for, if he had, he would 
ont > related ftill Jefs, and would not aue recorded 
Kable i iſt's anſwer, Many, who are firſt,” hall be laſt, 


Matte 
Hhich! 
St. Ma 
it in! 
St. Mi 
St, Man 


ch applied immediately to St. Peter. Want of m- 
ation therefore was the cauſe, why St. Mark has 
giren the narrative complete, not a deſigned fi 

jon of what he really knew. Laſtly, St. Mark's 
erfect deſcription of Chriſt's tranſactions with the 
ſtles after he was riſen from the dead affords the 


e mate proof that the contents of St. Matthew's 
e, 00! were unknown to St. Mark. A very cireum- 
e? al deſcription is given by St. Matthew of Chriſt's 
ed y rerſation with the Apoſtles, on a mountain in Ga- 
ered : yet St. Mark, though he had before related that 
extra promiſed his diſciples that he would go before 
W into Galilee, has, in the laſt chapter of his Goſpel, 
\ laſt ll 


account whatever of Chriſt's appearance in Galilee, 
„if he had read Sr. Matthew's Gofpe!, this im- 
tant event could not have been unknown to hit, 


f. Su 
s Golpt 


_ = tonlequeritly he would not 2975 N to r 
olected| 

xe obe lk St. Mark had had St, Mathew! 8 Gospel before 
le of WR, when he wrote his own, he would certainly have 
XX. A ded! every appearance of contradiction to the ac- 
ves 0! Mats given by an Apoſtle, and an eye- -witneſs. His 


dunt of the call of Levi, under the very fame” cir- 
ſtance as St. Matthew mentions his own call, We- 
Levi and Matthew be the ſame or different perloßs, 
it leaſt a variation from St. Matthew's deſcription; 1 
this very variation would have been avoided, if St. 
rk had had acceſs to St. Matthew's Goſpel. The 
e may be obſerved of Mark x. 46. where only one 
d man is mentioned, whereas St. Matthew in the 
alel paſſage mentions twWo. In St. Mark's account 
St. Peter's denial of Chriſt, the very ſame woman, 

| who 


rative itt 


e Matth. U 
vangelilb,! J 
Chis aul 
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r. 
who addreſſed St. Peter the firſt time, addreſſed hu 
hkewiſe the ſecond time, whereas, according to vi 
Matthew, he was addreſſed by. a different perſon: il 
St. Mark, ch. xiv. 69. ufes the expreſſion 1 v min 
which, without a violation of grammar, can be conſtr 
only of the ſame maid, who had been mentioned i 
mediately before, whereas St. Matthew, ch. xxvi. F St 
has «ain. Now let the harmoniſts reconcile theſe in R 
amples in whatever manner they pleaſe, there will aH, Dre 
remain a difference between the two accounts, whid le th: 
would have been avoided, if St. Mark had copied fe cc 
St. Matthew. But what ſhall we ſay of inſtances, Mar 

Which, as far as I am able to judge, there is no mu oliles 
of reconciliation ? If we compare Mark iv. 35. en 
j. 35. with Matth. viii. 28— 34. we ſhall find not oi 3 

au 


a difference in the arrangement of the facts, but ſuc 
determination of time as renders a reconciliation in ziſtle 
practicable. For, according to St. Matthew, on tl 
day after the ſermon on the mount, Chriſt entered in 
a hip, and croſſed the lake of Genneſareth, where queſtec 
underwent; a violent tempeſt: but according to N 
Mark, this event took place on the day after the ſerm fe Wr. 
in parables; and on the day, which followed that, 
which the ſermon on the mount was delivered, Chi 
went, not to the ſea- ſide, but to a deſert place, when 
he paſſed through the towns and villages of Galile died fr 
Another inftance, in which we ſhall find it equally 
Practicable to-reconcile the two Evangelifis is Mark! 
28. compared with Matth. xxi. 23. In both pff. 22 
the Jewiſh prieſts propoſe this queſtion to Chriſt, « s 
 efvoig. Tavre wars; alluding. to his expulſion of t. Ma 

buyers and- ſellers from the temple. But according 
what St. Mark had previouſly related in the fat a fo f 
chapter, this queſtion was propoſed on the third day 
Chriſt's entry into Jeruſalem, but according to 
Matthew it was propoſed on the ſecond, If St. M: 
had copied from St. Matthew, this difference in t 
accounts would hardly have taken place. 


n See above, Ch. II. SeR, 8. 


Fs, 
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man to ſight, after his entry into Jericho, and as he wifi 
again quitting the town: but according to St. L 
ch. xvii. 35. Chriſt performed this miracle, before oi 
entered into Jericho*. It may be ſaid indeed that WY 
Mark, if he wrote under the direction of St. Pe 
might tacitly correct the inaccuracies of his predeceſſ 
and therefore that a deviation in his deſcription q 
fact from the relation of St. Luke will not 3 | 
prove that he made no uſe of St. Luke's Goſpel. ii 
if this anſwer be admitted in reſpect to. the difference 
their accounts, it will be difficult to find a fatisfadi 
reaſon, why St. Mark totally omitted ſo many imp 
tants facts recorded by St. Luke, if he really made i 
af St. Luke's Goſpel. Examples of this Kind may 
ſeen in the Table of the Goſpel hiſtory, ch. ii. (1 
Ne, 29. 46. 48, 49, 69— 83. 94,95: and the fac in f 
related by St. Luke are ſo very credible, that St. Per a 0 
could have entertained no doubt of their truth. 5 Ay 

On the other fide of the queſtion it may be uri 
that notwithſtanding the above-mentioned variatiu 


vet 


and omiſſions, the relation, in which St. Mark and f 
Luke ſtood to each other, render it highly improba by 
that a Goſpel written by the one ſhould have remaind h 
unknown to the other*: and that St. Mark's knonlech c 
of . St. Luke's Goſpel does not neceſſarily imply tit As 
they ſhould agree in every tittle, or that St. Mai in 
ſhould never omit what St. Luke has related. I ha 1 
ſhewn in a preceding ſection, that the compoſition M 
St. Mark's Goſpel was occaſioned by the requeſt of H 1 
Romans, who deſired to have a written memorial ie 
what St. Peter had verbally taught. It may be fi BY 
therefore that Sr. Mark uſed the Goſpel of St. Luk Huy 


but that he retained only what he bad heard confirnd 
by St. Peter, and made ſuch corrections and addition 
as were warranted by the fame authority. "ay b 

8 ? Wy F " N uphe 


St. Matthew Ru” the ſame; but then ha mentions two bl 
men. 


© Ev To 3 &uT0y 85 lighxw. . 


i 
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be iff poſition, that St. Mark uſed the Goſpel of St, Luke, 
 Lul-ounts for the agreement of the two Evangelifts in 
for: iii arrangement of their fa&ts?. 
bat WA | 
Peng C 
eceſaſ | 
on , | | | 
olui "Fob 
|. er St. Mark's 3 25 was written fab, aud uſed by 
[CC St. Luke. 
1sfaconl Ts | 
| np HIS hypotheſis has been lately adopted by Dr. 
ade Storr, in his Eſſay on the object of the Evangelical 
© ao, and the Epiſtles of St. ſohn. In the 58th 
* following ſections of this work, he endeavours to 
5 5 N that St. Mark wrote not only before St. Luke, 
t. et oon after the foundation of the Chriſtian church 
Antioch, in ſupport of which opinion he appeals to 
s x. 179--30. His arguments however do not ren- 
r his opinion even probable, for they are grounded 
Irv on the ſuppoſed neceſſity of a Goſpel for the 
riſlians of that city, and therefore, as it is contrary 
the accounts of eccleſiaſtical writers, the opinion has 
* foundation. On the ſuppoſition that St. Mark 
W 1 eee at this early period, Dr. Storr endeavours to ex- 
t. * ain the agreement between the three firſt Evangeliſts 
aſſuming that St. Mark's Goſpel was uſed both by 


e urge 
ariationf 
and 
probe | 
remain 
10wledp 


mo Matthew and St. Luke. But their agreement may 
"alt explained, without ſuppoſing an immediate con- 


ction between them: on which ſubject I ſhall fay 
ore 1n the fifth volume of the New Oriental and Exe - 
tical Library. 


7 be {ll 
St. Luk 
:onfirmd 
iddition 
And i 

ſupp 


two bl h EY 
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r 15 
St. Mark wrote his Goſpel in Greek. X ed 


E e Greek language was more common in Ro 
in the age of the Apoſtles, than the French 
guage is at preſent in Germany: as appears from g 
familiar Letters of Auguſtus, which are for the a he 
part, either written in Greek, or are interſperſed wii [ 
Greek phraſes. The Jews eſpecially, who refided| 
Rome, underſtood Greek, for they came out of cel 
tries, where Greek was the current language; and hl 
read the Old Teſtament, not in a Latin tranſlati 
which at that time did not exiſt, but in the Gi 
verſion. No language therefore was more ſuitable | 
the neceſſity of the times, and therefore St. Mat 
would probably have preferred it, even if he had be 
able to write both languages with equal eaſe. But 
have no reaſon to ſuppoſe, that he was ſufficient 
maſter of the Latin to be able to write it. 

Some modern critics however, eſpecially Baron 
have aſſerted, that St. Mark really compoſed his Gol 
in Latin, an affertion, which not, only contradicts hl 
torical evidence, but is in itſelf almoſt incredible; i 
as the Latin church from the earlieſt ages of Chrilit 
nity was in a very flouriſhing ſlate, and the Latin lat 


gvage ſpread itſelf throughout the whole Rom Friu] 
empire, the Latin original of St. Mark's Goſpel, if ſu crip 
an original ever exiſted, could not have been negled 
in ſuch a manner, as that no copy of it ſhould deſcel YN 
to poſterity*. It is true that in the ſubſcription to Will * 
Mark's Goſpel in the Syriac verſion, it is ſaid that d * 
| | | ſubſc 


er Whoever wiſhes to be acquainted with the hiſtory of this 

troverſy, may conſult Simon Hiſt. Crit. du Texte du N. T. ch. 
Maii . hiſtoriz criticæ, cap. xi. Schroederi diſſert. de linf 
Marci authentica, and the Letter which Baumgarten annexed t0 
Vindiciz textus Græci N. T. contra Harduinum. 
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Þ. wrote in the Romiſh, that is, the Latin lan- 
e:: but ſubſcriptions of this kind are of no autho- 
WF whatſoever, for no one knows from whom they 
W-cded, aud ſome of them contain the moſt glaring 
. Befides as the Syriac verſion was made in the 
Ra and taken immediately from the Greek, no one 
cb appeal to a Syriac ſubſcription, in regard to the 
aol a age in which St, Mark wrote in Rome. 
ehe advocates for a Latin original of St. Mark's 


4 | have appealed to a Latin manuſcript in the 


of St. Mark at Venice, which they ſaid the 


ided i : þ 
7 geliſt wrote with bis own hand. Though this 
nd on was not only incapable of proof, but like other 


s of ancient relics ſavoured ſtrongly of the fabu- 
jet during ſome time it was difficult to give a 
re proof of its falſity: for the dampneſs of the 


stati 
> Gt 


table WR © : 
„ M in which the manuſcript was kept, had very for- 
ad el eh for the admirers of this treaſure, ſo materially 


d it, as to have rendered it almoſt illegible. 
e Miſſon contended that it was written in Greek, 
de fancied that he had diſcovered in it the letters 
d E, and in one paſſage the whole word KATA. 


But 1 
Acienti 


.1ronil 


Coch about forty years ago, Laurentius a Turre, in a 

i&s Mr publiſhed in Blanchini Evangeliarum Quadru- 
ble; fl P. 11. p. 543. threw a new and unexpected light 
Chris obſcure ſubject. From this Letter it appears 
atin Ache manuſcript in queſtion was brought to Venice 


Friuli (Forum Juli), where a very ancient Latin 


Rom i * 
|, if fu leript containing the Goſpels of St. Matthew, 


The Syriac ſubſcription to St. Mark's . Goſpel is, 
tt ee [pam Inyo gan] Xe 

beo. In the Philoxenian verſion is an addition 
ſubſcription; for Ao (Romiſh) is explained by 


20, that is, Frankiſh, From this explanation it is ob- 
1 bow very modern the ſubſeription is in che pl i al 
exed (0 THIEF x e e . > | 4x 


. III. c 4 5 a is P : 
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St. Luke and St. John is till preſerved". Tha 
manuſcript once contained likewiſe the Goſpel « Wi 
Mark is certain, becauſe at the end of St. Matt 
Goſpel is written, Explicit Evangelium ſecundum \l 
thæum, incipit ſecundum Marcum : and that th: 
nice manuſcript of St. Mark's Goſpel formerly na 
part of the Friuli manuſcript appears from the fol 
ing circumſtances. In the year 1534, the em 
Charles IV. brought with him from Aquileia, wi 
the MS. was then preſerved, the two laſt quateny 
or the ſixteen laſt leaves of a Latin manuſcript offi 
Mark's Goſpel. This fragment is now at Prague, 
has been lately publiſhed by Dobrowſky, under 
title, Fragmentum Pragenſe Evangelii S. Marci n 
autographi*. That the manuſcript now in Friuli iſ 
other than the MS. which in the time of Charles the 
was in Aquileia, appears from a compariſon of it 
the fragment in Prague, for they are written in the 
ſame hand, on the ſame vellum, and in each py 
preciſely nineteen lines. And that the Venetian m 
ſcript is the remaining part of St. Mark's Goſpel wif 
fails in the Friuli manuſcript, appears firſt fron 
having been ſent from Friuli to Venice in the yeati 
as a preſent to the doge Macenico, and ſecondy! 
its containing the firſt five quaternions of St. 
Goſpel, of which the Prague fragment contains th 
laſt*. The pretended autograph of St. Mark's 6 
therefore is nothing more than a fragment of the! 
manuſcript. publiſhed by Blanchini, and conſequ 
contains only a part of the Latin tranſlation*, 


* Blanchini has printed this MS. which is called Code 
ulianus, letter for letter. 1 £9 

* Whoever wiſhes for more information on this ſubject ni 
ſult the above-quoted work of Debrowſky. | 


WE: 6s Blanchini has given a copper- plate repreſenting the letten 
manuſcript, from which we perceive the cauſe of Miſſon's 1 
A he miſtook for A, and E for E: and the imaginary wort 


IBATAU! rig than the ſecond, third, fourth, and fifth l 
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Of St. Mark's Goſpel. 


o writer of the New Teſtament has neglected ele- 
e of expreſſion, and purity of language, more than 
ark. The word evfws occurs inceſſantly, and he 
nds likewiſe with numerous and harſh Hebraiſms. 
his Goſpel is very valuable, becauſe it contains ſe- 
important though ſhort additions to the accounts 
by St. Matthew. For inſtance, the anſwer of 
t, which St. Matthew has recorded, ch. xii. 48— 
vould be thought very extraordinary, unleſs we 
what St. Mark has related, ch. iii. 21.: but from 
Wpaſſage we clearly perceive the reaſon of Chriſt's 
Sometimes he has additions, which more 
aſcertain the time, in which the events happened, 
Ich. iv. 35. vi. 1, 2. It is therefore unjuſt to ſup- 
chat St. Mark neglected the. order of time more 
the other Evangeliſts, and ſtill more ſo, to reject 
rrangement for that of St. Matthew or St. Luke, 
ces where the time is poſitively determined by St. 
z | | 


vg 
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CHAP: vi. 


OF ST. LUKE'S GOSPEL. 


SECT. I. 
Of the life and charafter of St. Luke, 


1 8 jp 8 * 
r — S 4, Be 4 * 1 .* : d 0 . ns 
F 58S 2.25 a8 = 
* 52 8 A * ( k 
V « 1 1 n fe a 
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Tr Evangeliſt St. Luke“ appears from Cold 
L 10, 11. 14. to have been by birth a heathen" 
therefore he was neither one of the ſeventy diſs 


y Inſtead of Lucas, ſome old Latin MS8. have Lucanus, 


* St. Paul, in his Epiſtle to the Coloſſians, ch. iv. 10, f the 
2 vas Agia xs 0 ,a N fog, xas Marx © 
Bagraba, wit: Þ thabire wroAng* ta- ahn eos bag, dizark 
nt Ino85; o Aryopervc; Isos, Os org eK WIr one. Oo wor | 
e r Pacinuay te Ow. Ver. 12, 13. St, Paul makes meu 


Epaphras, and ver. 14. adds Aowa@erai vuac Auxac o ares ; fc 
TnT%, xa. Ana, Here then the Apoſtle diſtinguiſhes Ariane 
Marcus, and Jeſus the Juſt, from Epaphras, Lucas, and Dems ( 
expreſsly of the three firſt, that they were of the circumcili 
may conclude therefore that the three laſt were not of the c 
fon. Further, as St. Paul immediately after as orie ir ay | 
adds uro. f40v0s, Tuover yo: £45 T1v Baoinuar Te Ot, and it cu 
ſuppoſed that he meant to exclude St. Luke from the number 9 0 
fellow-labourers, the words woo; ovvieyer can have no other A q 
than © my only fellow-labourers of the circumciſion.” Cone pm n 
St. Luke as well as Demas and Epaphras, were among d. habe 
fellow-labourers, who were not of the circumciſion. I adn. his 
ever that this induction is not ſo deciſive, as to lead to an Ne 


certainty; and therefore if ſtronger arguments can be prodi heath, 
favour of the opinion, that St. Luke was by birth a Jev, | 


/ ceding inference will not be valid. Now that St. Luke wa" = 
ew Dr. Lardner in the Supplement to his Credibility of the\ 3 0 
iſtory, Vol. I. p. 236. has endeavoured to ſhew by the that h 


lowing arguments. 1. That, as St. Luke conſtantly atten 
Paul, the ſews, eſpecially at Jeruſalem, would have repro 
Apoſtle, if his companion. had been an uncircumciſed Gent 
that we no where find an account of any ſuch reproaches hai 
made him. 2, That St. Luke follows the Jewiſh compo 
time, and mentions the Jewiſh feſtivals, as in Acts xii. 3. U. 
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a eye-witneſs of the actions of Chriſt, to which 

ga he lays no claim, ſaying only that he would 
according to the beſt information he could pro- 
wagnNohuu! eco a vo ev Tao αννπντεαν. From Col. iv. 
e find that he was a phytician, on which ſubject 
ewitz has written a ſhort treatiſe entitled, De Luca 
oaeliſta medico. Heumann was formerly of opinion 
uke the phyſician mentioned Col. iv. 14. was not 
W the Evangeliſt: but he afterwards revoked it, 
Win his Notes to Acts xii. 1. and Col. iv. 14. has 


Cold | 


HA. 


that they were one and the ſame perſon. 
chen: e two circumſtances, that St. Luke was not a 
y dilq at leaſt not by birth and education, and that his 


ſion was that of a phyſician, have had ſome in- 
e on his mode of writing and the choice of his 
lions. For inſtance, the word daiuonev, which 
ther Evangelifts uſe, without any epithet, to de- 


us, 


= 1 evil ſpirit, appears to have been underſtood by 
„ Jia uke, as it was underſtood by the pure Greek 
0 40700 


s, namely as denoting either a good or an evil 


os e en 33. Where he uſes zone for the 


o i rens! 1 5 : . 

hes ArloWime, he explains it by the epithet axzatapro*, The 
nr dt Genneſareth, which the other Evangeliſts, ac- 
the cfg to the uſual mode of expreſſion among the 
res te Mi | | oF | 2 Jews 
ind it cu . . | 

e number 9. But the firſt argument, though ſpecious, is not deciſive, 
10 other m it depends merely on the ſilence of our hiſtorian, Who was ſo 
Cone egotiſm, that he has very ſeldom related what concerned 
among * , even where the relation would be of ſome importance: for 
1 - = e, his ſtay at Philippi, of which I ſhall take notice in the next 
id to an ® 


Wh Nor does the other argument prove that St. Luke was a Jew; 
be p10 heathen hiſtorian, who underſtood the Jewiſh cuſtoms, wonld 
h a jeu, rodate his relation to the Jewiſh mode of reckoning, in de- 
Juke ＋ St.. Paul's tranſactions with the Jews. | oF 1 
lity of der vriters have related that St. Luke was a native of Antioch, 
| % the k that he was originally a ſlave, others again that he was by 
antly an a painter. Theſe reports, which are very uncertain, the 
ve rep! vill find examined by Lardner, whoſe opinion of them is per- 
ciſed 2 ſt. Laſtly, ſome authors have have ſuppoſed that St. Luke 
aches ba of the two diſciples, whom Chriſt met on the road to Em- 
iſh. wn a ſappoſition, which Lardner thinks not improbable. 

X. 3 P 3 a BE 
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Jews and Syrians, called YJaazooz, is termed by 
Luke, ch. v. 1, 2. viii. 22, 23. very properly y 
In ch. iv. 38. he terms the fever, with which St. Pat 
mother-in-law was afflicted wuperos peyas, on wh 
expreſſion Wetſtein's Note may be conſulted. | 
phraſe rer nuegav ayes uſed by St. Luke, ch. u 
21. occurs particularly in the writings of Galen. 
deſcribing, the blindneſs of Elymas, Acts xiii. 11. w 
was to laſt only for a time, he uſes the proper 
a, on which Kypke may be conſulted. In gen 
he wrote much better Greek, than the other Evangt 
eſpecially in the Acts of the Apoſtles, of which [| 
give examples in a following ſection. | 

That St. Luke accompanied St. Pau] to Rome, 
remained with him there during ſome time, we 
from Acts xxvili. 13—16. Col. iv. 14. and Philem, 

From Rome. he is ſaid to have travelled into A 
and to have preached the Goſpel in Egypt, a ub 
which will be conſidered hereafter. 
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SECT. II. 


Examination. of the queſtion, whether St. Luke's 0 
though it contains upon the whole a very credible hi 
s perfectly free from inaccuracies. my pt 
ON WAS oa th." v. 


OT. LUKE's intercourſe with the Apoſtles, Nor: 
other eye- witneſſes to the tranſactions of HM: 
render him a very credible hiſtorian, as he aſſure . 29 
that he has diligently? inquired into the whole bil Har. 
and traced up the ſeveral facts to the fountain hꝗequain 
But the diligence with which he inſtituted his ina 
did not neceſſarily exempt him from, the dang! 
making ſome few miſtakes, unleſs he wrote 2 


Ch, III. 


dee wha 
N | dar. 
Agio. 4 %,  S Aber. 


Ab. 
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by Wence of divine inſpiration. Now St. Luke him- 
ly not only lays no claim to ſupernatural affiſtance, 
t. Paßt on the contrary grounds the fidelity of his hiſtory 
n ey on the accuracy of his own reſearches. I have 


eady ſhewn in the firſt volume of this Introduction, 
it inſtead of being loſers we ſhould be real gainers, 
we conſidered St. Luke as a mere human hiſtorian, 
auſe the objections which have been made to the 
traditions in the Goſpels, affect St. Luke more 
in St. Matthew and St. John. He was neither an 
oftle nor an eye-witneſs to the facts, which he has 
orded in his Goſpel, and therefore when he differs 
m an Apoſtle and eye-witneſs, we muſt conclude, 
e two accounts which vary from each other, cannot 
h of them be accurate, that the inaccuracy is on the 
t of St. Luke. : 

In ch. xviii. 35. St. Luke relates that Chriſt reſtored 
lind man to fight, as he was approaching toward 
cho: whereas, both St. Matthew and St. Mark re- 
, that this miracle was performed after Chriſt's de- 
ture from Jericho. His account of the ſpices pre- 
ed by the women for the embalming of the body of 
nit, ch. xxi11. 56. and their _— theſe ſpices to 
grave, ch. xxiv. 1. it is difficult, if not impoſſible, 
econcile with what St. John has related on this oc- 
ond. In the ſhort extract, which St. Luke has given 
the ſermon on the mount, he has inverted one 
the precepts delivered by Chriſt. According to 
th. v. 40. Chriſt gave the following command, 
JeAovrs Tos xpihnvas, x XITçñ os N E, abhts aurw N 
perry; but on the contrary in St. Luke's Goſpel, 
aflureY'”'- 29, the command is given thus: Amo vu aigorros 
v I{#QTIOV ‚NN,j,j TOV N % οτ [41] KWAUTNGe To thoſe who are 
quainted with the Jewiſh laws, the form in —_— 
Fes ny Bos c. 


| Ch, III. ſect. Zo ; | | 
dee what I have ſaid on this ſubje& in my Hiſtory of the Reſur- 


Mn", 


ECT. 


St. Luke has recorded this precept, will appear to H ſinc 
the moſt natural, becauſe an outward garment (α e very 
muſt be. taken off before the under garment (xi certai 
But Chriſt alluded in this inſtance to a Jewith l rived 
according to which a creditor could ſummon a deb poſtle 
before a court of juſtice, and if he were unable to pi whic 
could claim from him his under garment: but the ouſhich s 
ward garment was ſacred, and could not be ſeized, e oney, 
if the wearer had pledged it as ſurety, for a debt ©. I Liects, 
meaning therefore of the precept, as recorded by Mpears 
Matthew, is this: that if any one has a claim upon uffÞrding 
wie ſhould rather give up even more than the laws Mina, a 
quire, than diſpute that, which can with juſtice ſlogne 
demanded, This is a very rational precept : but in tiffi-dolla 
form in which St. Luke has delivered it, and in Hur and 
connection in which he has related it, the precept i¶ ole tr 
ou that not even robbers ought to be reſiſted, duc 
nce objections have been made to the Chriſtian Mina, 
ligion. But the objections will ceaſe to be of -weighſſWund t 
if we admit, that St. Luke miſunderſtood the precen i whol 
According to the relation of St. Matthew, ch. xd and 
21, 22. when St. Peter demanded of Chriſt how offered as 
he ſhould forgive his brother, who offended him, W wealt] 
ther ſeven times, he received for anſwer ſeventy timWle was 
ſeven”: by which Chriſt intended to ſay in gene Mattt 
terms, that we ſhould be ready at all times to be rate n 
conciled with thoſe, who had offended us. But ſervar 
Luke, ch. xvii. 3, 4. has recorded the precept in iff there 
following manner: © If he treſpaſs againſt thee fich pr 
times in a day, and ſeven: times in a day turn agaitFbrew u 
thee, ſaying, I repent, thou ſhalt forgive him.” part, 
| ſeven, it is true, is much leſs than ſeventy times fit pr 
but the addition of in a day, increaſes. the fora... to 
the expreſſion in ſuch a manner as to produce a WW. the 
incomprehenſible doctrine. For, if a man offend I to ha. 
ſeven times a day, and comes to me each time to ſay . 8 
he repents, how is it poſſible that his repentance hoy + 


* Moſaic Law, Vol. III. ſet. 350. No. 1. and Exod, xxii 3 
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ſincere, when he continually repeats the offence in 


be | 
e very ſame day? The addition therefore of rug n,“ 


certainly without authority, and St. Luke muſt have 

rived his information in this inſtance, not from the 

poſtles, but from one of thoſe apocryphal Goſpels, 

which he ſpeaks in his preface. Again, the account 

hich St. Luke has given, ch. xix. 13. of the ſum of 
oney, which a certain prince entruſted to ten of his 
bje&ts, to be employed on intereſt during his abſence, 
ears to be not perfectly accurate. This ſum, ac- 
ding to St. Luke, was ten Minas. Now the Attic 
ina, according to Eiſenſchmidt, was fifteen ounces 
logne' weight; in ſilver therefore it was two and twenty 
- dollars, and in gold between an hundred and twenty- 
t and an hundred and twenty-five ducats. The 
ole treafure was at the utmoſt twelve hundred and 
ty ducats. Even if we underſtand the Hebrew 
ina, which, according to Eiſenſchmidt, was one 
und thirteen ounces, and reckon the Mina in gold, 
> whole ſum will not exceed two thouſand four hun- 
d and fifty ducats: which is really deſpicable, con- 
ered as a royal treaſure in the Eaſt, and in the age of 
wealthy Herods, from whoſe hiſtory the whole pa- 
le was borrowed. A fimilar parable is related by 
Matthew, ch. xxv. 14. not of a ſovereign, but of a 


be rate man: and even this perſon delivers to one of 

But W frvants only not leſs than five talents. The word 
pt in therefore, uſed by St. Luke muſt be a miſtake, 
hee {eWich probably aroſe in the following manner. The 
n agpin brew word NID, if pointed dg ſignifies * a portion* 
n. M part,“ but if pointed MN, it ſignifies © a Mina.“ 
wor nſt probably uſed the word in the former ſenſe, and 
1e 10 


Eat to fay, that the king delivered to ten of his ſub- 
1 s the ten portions of his treaſure, It ought there- 
offend N to have been rendered by hee: but in confequerice 

to 7 wrong punctuation, it was improperly rendered by 


4 


be 
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Whether St. Luke is the ſame perſon as Lucius menting 
Acts x11. 1. Rom. xvi. 21. | 


N HEUMANN in ibis Note to Ach xii. 1. 1 


Dercel) 

endeavoured by ſeveral very probable argumem time 1 

to ſhew that Lucius of Cyrene, who is called a prophe n at 
Acts xiii. 1. and who is mentioned by St. Paul, Ron edoni 


with 8 
ſpeaks 
oget he 
hapte 
ppi; 

hapte1 
be thi1 
\mphi 


xvi. 21. is no other than the Evangeliſt St. Luke 
Lardner * is inclined to adopt the ſame opinion, n 
Wetſtein ſays in poſitive terms, that Lucas and Luci 
are only different names of the ſame perſon. If th 
opinion were founded on fact, we ſhould derive from 
material advantages: for we ſhould not only acquire 
more complete knowledge of our Evangelift, but mig 
aſcribe to him, without ſcruple, divine inſpiration, b. 


cauſe Lucius of Cyrene is expreſſſy called a propheQhilipp 
and is ſaid to have been ſelected, , under the influendiſſic wou 
of the Holy Spirit, by the Apoſtle St. Paul to the mifibird p 
_niſtry* it pe 
But there lie difficulties in the way of this opiniofſor 1s a 
which appear to me to be. inſurmountable. I ence 
Lucius was a Jew e, „ but St. Luke an heathen by biniWpoſtle 
is an argument on which I will not inſiſt, becauſe dit ing 


deduction, by which St. Luke's heathen origin is ſhent 
is not abſolutely deciſive ?. The material objection Nerentee 
the Og: St, Paul wrote his : to the N- 
mal 


4 Supplement to the Credibility of the Goſpel Eton Vol 
P: 250: Lardner likewiſe obſerves. that ſome entertained” this opinil 
as long ago as the time of Origen. . . 


Acts xiv, 148. 


F Lucius was certainly a Jew, becauſe St. Paul calls him cy 
© Rom. xvi. 21. 


C See the firſt ſection of this chapter, Note x. | 


der tc 
ucius 
may | 
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mans from Corinth, and Lucius was with him at that 
time, for St. Paul ſends a ſalutation from Lucius“. 
Conſequently if Lucas and Lucius are one and the ſame 
perſon, the author of the Acts of the Apoſtles muſt 
bare been with St. Paul at Corinth, when the Epiſtle 
to the Romans was written. But, if we attend to the 
mode of writing in the Acts of the Apoſtles, we ſhall 
perceive that the author of this book was not at that 
time in Corinth. He begins to ſpeak in the firſt per- 
on at ch. xvi. 10. We endeavoured to go into Ma- 
edonia.“ He was therefore at that time in company 
with St. Paul: and from ver. 12. where he likewiſe 
ſpeaks in the firſt perſon, it appears that they arrived 
ogether at Philippi. In the laſt verſe of the ſame 
hapter, he mentions St. Paul's departure from Phi- 
ppi; and in this verſe and likewiſe in the following 
hapters, he ſpeaks of St. Paul and his companions in 
he third perſon: © Now when hey had paſſed through 
\mphipolis*, &c.* Conſequently he ſtaid behind at 
Philippi, for if he had accompanied St. Paul to Corinth, 
ie would not have altered his mode of writing. The 
bird perſon continues as far as Acts xx. 56. where the 
i perſon is again uſed: © Theſe going before tartied 
or us at Troas, and ve failed away from Philippi, &c.“ 
ence we perceive that the author of the Acts of the 
\poſtles remained at Philippi (probably with a view of 
dfying the newly founded community), during the 
mole of St. Paul's travels, which are deſcribed in the 
erenteenth, eighteenth, and nineteenth chapters, and 
at they again joined company in the ſame city. But 
was in this interval that St. Paul wrote his Epiſtle to 
he Romans from Corinth: and therefore the author 
I the Acts was not with St. Paul when he wrote that 
piſtle. Conſequently he was not the ſame perſon 
th Lucius, who is mentioned Rom. xvi. 21. If, in 
der to evade this argument, it be objected, that the 
ucius of Cyrene, whom we find at Antioch,” Acts xiii. 
may be a different perſon from the Lucius, who wry 

| | : with 


m ovy}* 


b Rom. xvi. 21. 1 Acts xvii. 1. 
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W or, becauſe Felix and Feſtus had the ſame title, for 
Theophilus is neither a Latin name, nor does it ever 
occur in the Roman hiſtory, as the name of the governor 
f a Province. | 
That Theophilus was not a Chriſtian, but either 
Jew. or an Heathen, when St. Luke addreſſed his 
oſpel to him, I think not improbable, becauſe St. 
uke in his preface uſes the word xzaTnxnins, from which 
t appears that Theophilus had then a very imperfect 
nowledge of the hiſtory of Chrift* : and the expreſ- 
jon uſed by St. Luke ver. 1. among us,“ that is, 
among us Chriſtians,” ſeems to imply that Theophilus 
vas at that time not of the number“. | 

It would be tedious and even uſeleſs to relate the 
narious opinions of ancient writers, relative to the cha- 
acter and reſidence of Theophilus: for they are in 
geueral mere conjectures unſupported by hiſtorical evi- 
jence*, And it 1s the leſs neceſſary in this Introduc- 
jon, becauſe whatever has been advanced on this 
ubject, as well in ancient as in modern times, the 
eader will find examined at full length in the fourth 
olume of the Bibliotheca Bremenſis. I will therefore 
ontent myſelf at preſent with ſtating the reſult of the 
nquiries inſtituted in that work. The firſt diſſertation 
dn Theophilus has Dr. Heumann for its author!, who 


$\Wontends that this perſon was an Heathen; but he 
1, 20, rgues chiefly from the word XKEATISTOS, which as he ſup- 
. does, not only implies a Roman governor, but one 
0 


ho had not embraced Chriſtianity, becauſe the Romans 
ould not have entruſted the government of a pro- 
Ince to a Chriſtian. But this argument is wholly in- 
oncluſive: for the title xp«Ti5yo5, as I have already 
ewn, was not confined to governors of provinces, 
nd it might have been applied to men of rank among 
+0 5 | the 
ſtaken e Some have ſuppoſed that he lived at Antioch, others that he lived 
it Alexandria; and Alexander Morus conjectured that he lived at 


thens, becauſe Tacitus (Annal. Lib. II. 55.) mentions a perſon of 
us name who was convicted at Athens of a forgery,” . ., + 


" Zibl. Bremeng, Claſs, IV. Faſcic. III. Diſſert. 3. 
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the Jews, for inſtance to ſuch a perſon as Nicodemy,, rec 
Nor is it by any means certain that a Roman governy Mat. 


would have been deprived of his office for embracin WM fiel 
Chriſtianity : for the Romans were at that time ng 
inclined to perſecution, but tolerated the Chriſti 
like every other religion, and Sergius Paulus, govern 
of Cyprus, made no ſcruple to embrace Chriſtianity? 
The title xpari5ro5 therefore determines no more in {iP"vr<c 
favour of Heatheniſm, than of Judaiſm, or of Chil e % 
tianity. 5 5 ee 5 

The ſecond diſſertation on this ſubject was written 
by Theodore Haſe“, who contends that Theophily 
was formerly, though not when St. Luke addrefled 
his Goſpel to him, a Jewiſh High Prieſt. The argu 
ments advanced in favour of this opinion are ſo ftrong, tion 
as to render it more probable than any other. Thin 
a perſon of the name of Theophilus once executed the 
office of High Prieſt, appears from the Antiquities en 2 
Fofephus*. He was ſon of Annas?, who was Hy 
Prieft in the year in which Chriſt was crucified : and 
was himſelf nominated High Prieſt by the Ronan 
Governor Vitellius, in the place of his brother Jon: 
than, whom Vitellius depoſed?. This office Theo- 
philus held till Agrippa was appointed King of Jude WW*<2m 
who depoſed him and made Simon Cantheras High 
Prieſt. Agrippa ſoon after diſpoſſeſſed Cantheras 0 
the High Prieſthood, and offered it again to Jonathan; ell * 
but he refuſed it, and recommended his brother Ma- 
thias, who was accepted. After ſeveral changes in the 
Prieſthood, which are of no importance in the preſen 
inquiry, another ſon of Annas, named Ananus, w 


appointed High Prieſt: ſo that Theophilus had nd agatio 


only himſelf prefided over the Jewiſh church, but had pong 

1 8 | R 0 thret 8 5 
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ee brothers who had likewiſe executed that office. 
Laſtly, his own ſon Matthias was nominated High 
Prieſt in the place of Jeſus the fon of Gamahel : and 
t was during the Prieſthood of Matthias, that the 
Dewiſh war commenced *. Theophilus therefore, though 
bo longer High Prieſt, when St. Luke wrote his Goſ- 
el, yet, as he had formerly held that office, and 
noreover had brothers and a ſon for his ſucceſſors, 
je Was certainly of ſufficient rank to be entitled to 
he appellation of geriy&s. It is therefore not impoſ- 
ble that this perſon is the Theophilus, to whom St. 
uke addreſſed his Goſpel, which muſt then be con- 
dered as an hiſtorical apology for the Chriſtian reli- 
ion, addreſſed to one of the heads of the Jewiſh 
ation. Further, Ananus, the brother of Theophilus, 
as in the Prieſthood after the death of the Procurator 
eſtus: conſequently Theophilus himſelf might have 
een alive, not only when St. Luke wrote his Goſpel, 
ut hkewiſe when he wrote the Acts of the Apoſtles. 
aſtly, when we take into conſideration that this Theo- 
philus is the only perſon of that name, whoſe hiftory 
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Jo recorded in the annals of the firſt century; the poſ- 

Theo- bility that he is the ſame with St. Luke's Theophilus 

Judas ecomes a probability. 

5 Hiph That St. Luke addreſſed his Goſpel to one of the 
«ra; AMeads of the Jewiſh church agrees likewiſe extremely 

Tathan: ell! with the opinion, that he wrote it in Paleſtine 


er Mat uring the time that St. Paul was priſoner at Cæſarea. 


« in the” had then the very beſt opportunity of tracing up 
. preſel be hiſtory of Chriſt to the fountain head, agreeably to 
1s, Wa hat he himſelf ſays in his Preface: and, as the pro- 
nad no aeation of the new religion engaged at that time the 
but had articular attention ' of the leading men among the 


ews*, there could not be a fitter opportunity for pre- 
nting to a. perſon, who had once executed the im- 
ortant office of High Prieſt, an authentic narrative of 
be miracles and relurrection of Chriſt, in vindication 


3 
u XX. 9. 1.7. dee Acts xv. 13.—XxVi. 32. 


thre 


century relative to what happened in the firſt centit 
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of thoſe, who had embraced his doctrines. Nor is i 


4 CT, 


+ 3mprobable that St. Luke's narrative ſhould have pro I 
' duced ſuch an effect on the mind of this perſon, x ho 
to induce him to requeſt from the fame author a fy. 3 
ther account of the Chriſtians, eſpecially of St. Pa inha 
who was then priſoner in Cæſarea, which occaſon i. diſi 
the compoſition of St. Luke's ſecond work, the Aueh 
of the Apoſtles. All theſe circumſtances put togethe|i 1.5. 
render the opinion highly probable, that St. Lu exand 
Theophilus is no other than Theophilus the ſon ¶ Mie on 
Annas, who is mentioned by Joſephus. And if Hproba 
opinion be true, as I really believe, it adds greatly y genen. 
the credibility of St. Luke's Goſpel; for the Evangeii ud n 
would hardly have ventured to dedicate to the fon dif te a 
that very Annas, who was High Prieſt when Chr ligula 
was crucified, a narrative of facts performed in Pak: very 
tine, unleſs he had been able to warrant their truth, Apoſt 
The third diſſertation on St. Luke's Theophilus, of ch 
the Bibliotheca Bremenſis", was written by James HalWme, u 
brother of Theodore. This writer [ſuppoſes that Me bee; 
Luke's Theophilus was a Jewiſh convert in Alexandr: ſly ©: 
and moreover the firſt who embraced Chriſtianity i 
that city. In favour of this opinion he produces tit 
authority of Bar Bahlul, a Syrian lexicographer of tix 
tenth century, who is quoted in Caſtelli Lexicon 
 Heptaglotton, pag. 38 59, under the article , 
Theophilus. | The words of Bar Bahlul, in Caf Cy: 
Latin tranſlation are, Theophilus, primus credentiun 
cet celeberrimus apud Alexandrienſes, qui cum HE t 
AÆgyptiis S. Lucam rogabat, ut eis Evangelium ſei Luke 


beret.” But an aſſertion made by a writer of the ten ner, 1, 
cannot be conſidered as hiſtorical evidence, when | 
aſſertion is not ſupported. by any preceding authort 
And in the preſent inſtance I have no doubt that i! 
aſſertion is nothing more than a conjecture of Þ 
Bahlul founded on the common belief of the Syria 


bed jeſu 
p. 9. 

is OWn \ 
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relative to the place where St. Luke wrote his Goſpe — * 
Dons 8 - | the beg 
8 Claſs. IV. Faſc. VI. Diſſ. 4 We lap. VIII 
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the ſuperſcription to St. Luke's Goſpel in the Syriac 
ron it is ſaid that St. Luke wrote and preached his 
oſpel at Alexandria“: hence Bar Bahlul concluded 
at the perſon to whom he addrefled it muſt have been 
inhabitant of Alexandria. Further the author of 
e difſertation in queſtion appears to be of opinion ?, 
ough he has not poſitively advanced it, that St. 
ke's Theophilus was no other than the celebrated 
exandrian Jew, Philo. But if Philo and Theophilus 
re one and the ſame perſon, which is in itſelf very 
probable, the Alexandrine Fathers Clement and 
gen muſt certainly have known it, and conſequently 
uld not have failed to relate it. Beſides, as Philo, 
the account of his embaſſy to the emperor Caius 
ligula, calls himſelf at that time an old man?, it is 
very probable that he was alive, when the Acts of 
Apoſtles were written, which extend as far as the 
| of the ſecond year of St. Paul's impriſonment in 
me, under the emperor Nero, and therefore muſt 


e been written more than twenty years after the 
baly of Philo. ; 
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alte Of the time when St. Luke wrote his Goſpel. 


entiul 


m m HE time when, as well as the place where, St. 


m {ll Luke's Goſpel was written, is wholly uncertain *. 

ne tener, in the firſt volume of his Supplement“ to the 
centil FFV Credibility 

hen a bed jeſu ſays the ſame. See Aſſemani Bib. Orient, Tom. III. 

thor. g. NN « 

that UB: own words, p. 1077. are, Equidem et , ipſe ille Philo inter 
of Meint nomen , ſeu Jedidzi, hoc eſt Oo., quod ipſe in 

e Syria s Grzcum ex more tum temporis ſolemni commutavit. He- 
Goſpt dim Hoo et nativo nomine Philonem citat Jedidzi Alexandrini - 

; BY in Meor Enajim, cap. 323. | 


the beginning of his work entitled, De legatione ad Caium. 
ap. VIII. Sect. 4, 5, @ - 111 
L. III. 7 > ES 


1 St. Luke's Goſpel. CHAP, v. 
Credibility of the Goſpel Hiſtory, has examined tf 
various opinions on this ſubje&, and very clearly ſhey 
the miſtakes, which had been made by his predeceſſoy 
but, as it often happens in dubious caſes, the opinic 
which he himſelf defends is equally liable to object 
All that we can affirm with certainty is, that St. Lul 
wrote his Goſpel before the Acts of the Apoſtles, ie v 
that the Acts of the Apoſtles were not written bei 
the end of the ſecond year of St. Paul's imprifonnebre u 
in Rome. But of the interval which elapſed, beta 
the compoſition of the former and that of the lattz 
we have no knowledge; nor are there any intem 


C 


annot 
Titter 


marks, either in the Goſpel or in the Acts, by unf: 
we can determine whether the interval was long or He ar; 
It is indeed the commonly received opinion, and LH aſon 
ner has adopted it, that St. Luke wrote his Go itted 


not long before the Acts of the Apoſtles; but ths Mþanot 
mere conjecture, for though it is very poſſible that Mrtaint 


former was written fo late as the very year in wie find 
the latter was written, yet it is equally poſſible th on, v 
was written ten years before. One of the reaſons ui om an 


| Lardner affigns*, namely that St. Luke's Goſpel Mr fon: 
tains a more complete view of the Goſpel diſpenſatWuch a 
than could have been expected from a perſon rtance 
wrote only a few years after the aſcenſion, is wifey ha 
foreign to the purpoſe. If the queſtion related to {eden 
work of an impoſtor, who invented ſtories and Mars af 
. trines in order to deceive. the world and introduqWolphu 
falſe religion, the argument would be valid: for vifſſclent a 
a writer exhibits. a cho, and produces merely a t. Lu 
of his own invention, he cannot eaſily aſcribe to have 
pretended prophet a ſet of doctrines, with which Apoſ 
himſelf was uhacquainted. But it is wholly ine Hat 
Cable to the Evangeliſts, who have recorded a it w 
of doctrines, not of their oun diſcoyery, but vi priſo, 
had been actually delivered by Chriſt: and there true. 

whether they fully underſtood the Goſpel diſpenſ 
or not, when they wrote their hiſtories; it was ft 


* 


The ſub 


Pts quote 


» Chap, VIII. See. 35. "et 


(VI, FECT. v. Of St. Luke's Goſpel. | | 243 


till: their power to record, as true and faithful diſciples, 
ben hat had been taught by their Lord and Maſter. 
h ardner's other argument, namely that ſeveral hiſtories 
nod Chriſt had been written before St. Luke wrote his 
au ocpel, as the Evangeliſt himſelf ſays in the Preface, 
Li more to the purpoſe, but equally indeciſive. For we 

„ e wholly ignorant of the time in which the hiſtories, 
bend which St. Luke alludes were written, and there- 
ne we cannot argue from them to the time, when 
etre. Luke himſelf wrote. Lardner indeed ſays, © It 
late annot be reaſonably thought, that many ſhould have 
intent ritten hiſtories of Jeſus Chriſt preſently after his aſ- 

y wi enſion, nor indeed till many years after it.“ But if 
yr hoſe argue from mere probability we may with equal 
d LufWaſon ſuppoſe that ſome accounts at leaſt were com- 
Gol itted to writing ſoon after the aſcenſion. In fact we 

t thy annot conclude either one way or the other with any 
that krtainty, and the probability or improbability, which 
in wile find in the caſe itſelf, depends chiefly on the opi- 
e that on, which we have already embraced. If we argue 
ins wilſon analogy, the inference will be equally uncertain; 
ſpel ahr ſome hiſtories are written ſoon after the events, 
hen bich are recorded, though other events of equal im- 
rſon Mrtance are not committed to writing, till long after 
is widyicy had happened. For inſtance Charles XII. of 
ed to eden had a biographer in Voltaire, within a few 
and Mars after his death, whereas the life of Guſtavus 
Aroduddolphus has been deſcribed by no hiſtorian before the 
for Wnt ages tet ied a5 4 
ely a t. Luke's Goſpel therefore, for ought we know, 
ibe to have been written many years before the Acts of 
whichſe Apoſtles: and conſequently the opinion of Theo- 
ny ina Haſe, which I noticed in the preceding ſection, 
icd a Mit was written in Paleſtine, before St, Paul was 
but ut priſoner from Cæſarea to Rome, may very poſſibly 
4 there true. Nay it is poſſible that St. Luke wrote before 
diſpenl NE ch St. 
Was f The ſubſcription to St. Luke's Goſpel in ſome Greek manu- 

Wo!» quoted by Wetſtein imperts that it was written only fifteen 
Wi after the aſcenſion, / ** | uae 


2 


and St. Mark the ſecond rank, becauſe he had nd 


— 
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ew; for, though I would not undertake t 
5 5 3 he did, I ould find it difficult to proj 
that he did not. It is true that according to the com 
mon arrangement of the four Goſpels, that of $ 
Luke is placed after that of St. Matthew : but w 
cannot argue from their poſition to the time in which 
they were written. Nor do all the manuſcripts agree i 
the arrangement of the Goſpels : for there are ſome 
eſpecially Latin manuſcripts, in which St. John's Gil 
pel is placed before that of St. Matthew, though it i 
certain that St. John's Goſpel 'was written lafts, It 1 
therefore not improbable that the common arrangemen 
of the three firſt Goſpels was grounded not on ti 
time when they were written, but on the different d 
. grees of dignity of their reſpective authors. St. Ma 
thew had the firſt rank, becauſe he was an Apolik 
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= been a companion of St. Peter, but had likewi 
e St. Paul, before St. Luke attended him. If 
St. Mark, if he wrote his Goſpel after St. Peter was! 
Rome, wrote certainly later than St. Luke, The ol 
Goſpel of which we can poſitively affirm that its uſu 
poſition correſponds to the time of its compoſition! 
that of St. John: but as in ſeveral manuſcripts t 
Goſpel has a different poſition, we ſee that the a 


rangement of the Goſpels leads to no concluſion whal an l 
That St. Lache Goſpel was really written bei on 
that of St. Matthew has been aſſerted by ſeveral col. ending 
mentators, in conſequence - of what St. Luke ſays in ee 
| preface*. * Macknight eſpecially has devoted ro Men 
ſubject a great part of his ſeventh Preliminary Diffeth 3 
tion“, and in addition to the argument deduced fu ace 


St. Luke's preface, has drawn a nenen in fam fomar 
' Ch. vr 
5 The we 
Evangelii 


4 Beza obſerves in a Note to Lulke4 I'=4. Forſitan ex hoc ; 
utcunque colligi poſſet, Lucam ante Matthzum quoque et Ma 
hane uam hiſtoriam edidiſſe. e eee HT 

Preſixed to his Harmony of the Goſpels. The edition li 
quote is that of 1763. | oP ee 9H 
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f the early compoſition of this Goſpel from a paſſage 


Wt. Paul ſays, We have ſent with him the brother 


hurches.” That this brother was St. Luke, Mack- 
icht thinks highly probable, and quotes in favour of 
his interpretation the authority of Origen, Jerom?, 
nd the interpolation of Ignatius, who explains the 
aflage in the ſame manner. But if we admit that St. 
uke was the brother whom St. Paul ſent, yet the 
ord * Goſpel? in this paſſage. ought not to be ex- 
Blained of St. Luke's written Goſpel : the word eay- 
a, in the writings of the Apoſtles and Evangeliſts 


n enotes the glad tidings of the Chriſtian religion, or 
che preaching of Chriſtianity in general,“ and it was 
| nol ot till after their time, that it acquired the ſenſe of a 
1 oo v"itten narrative of the life of Chriſt,” 

kent Biſhop Pearce has uſed another argument in favour 
the early compoſition of St. Luke's Goſpel, which 


* e has deduced from ch. 1. 5, where St. Luke, ſpeak- 


he oil 
8 ul 
tion! 
pts t 
the 1 
n wh 


iſtinguiſn him from the Herod, who is mentioned 
lets xi. 1. and who was likewiſe. King of Judæa. 
ence Pearce concludes that, St. Luke wrote his 
polpel before the ſecond Herod King of Judæa had 
egun to reign. But this inference is not valid, for 
| bell. Luke in ſpeaking of the ſecond Herod Acts xii. 1. 


ral 0 grandfather the firſt Herod, and therefore if Pearce's 


8 in! Nasser | 
yk {WF 5ument proved any thing it would prove too much. 
Difſet elides, it was not the practice of the ancient hiſto- 
ced fs to diſtinguiſn princes of the ſame name by the 


dition of -+. the. firſt, *.the' ſecond,” and ſo on, as is 
lomary in modern ages: they left the reader to 


5% 2; Judge 


in fav 


' Ch. VIII. 18. | n 0 0 
The words of Jerom are: Hoc de Luca intelligitur; qui laudem 
Evangelio conſcribendo videtur habere præ cæteris. 70; 

Q3 


ex hoc k 
et Ae 


tion wi 


n St. Paul's ſecond Epiſtle to the Corinthians, where 


Whoſe praiſe is in the Goſpel throughout all the 


gof Herod the Great, calls him ſimply Herod, the 
Ling of Judæa, without the addition of an epithet to 


als him fimply Herod. the King, as he had named 


be confined to St. Matthew and St. Mark alone: cov 


| ſpeaks of the authors of theſe Goſpels, as if th 


they had recorded, and therefore at any rate he coul 


Apoſtle and eye witneſs, if the Goſpel of St. Matth 


Nance, if he had ever ſeen the Genealogy of Chil 


out giving ſome intimation of the manner, in whi 


in which the miracle was performed, was unknoun 
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judge from the context, and in the caſe 'in_queſtin 
St. Luke could have no reaſon whatſoever for making 
an exception, fince none of his readers could ſuppot 
that the Herod, under whoſe reign Chriſt was bon, 
was any other than Herod the Great. | 

But whether St. Luke wrote before St. Mattbe wor 
and St. Mark or not, it is evident that he had ng 


ſeen their Goſpels, when he wrote his own. For ere 
* many? of whom he ſpeaks, ch. i. 1. cannot poſh 


ſequently, they muſt be either included among the 
many or not meant at all. But we cannot ſuppl 
that St. Luke would place the Goſpels of St. Matthes 
and St. Mark on a level with apocryphal Goſpch 
which ſtood. in need of correction. Further St. Luke 


themſelves were not eye-witnefles of the facts whid 


not have St. Matthew in view. Nor would he hat 
neglected: ver. 3. where he declares that he had tract 
up the hiſtory of Chriſt to the fountain head, to bu 
quoted the authority of St, Matthew who was bot 


had Been known to him. Laftly, he would ha 
avoided in that caſe eyery appearance of - contradict 
and the variations which we find between the i 
Goſpels,” would hardly have taken place. Fot i 


which is given in the firſt chapter of St. Marthe 
Goſpel, he would not have given another GenealogWeriſt a 
which appears ſo very different from the former, wi 


they may be reconciled,” At ch. v. 12.-St. Luke, 0 
ſcribing the cure of the leper, ſzys, Eyre f mw. 
&vrov Ey ig by wonrwny the name of the city therefia M 


him, or he would not have expreſſed himſelf in fo! 
determinate. a manner. But this. could not have b. 
unknown to him, if he had read St. Matthew's Golf 


cannot 
wht . 


to its non-exiſtence. But if it was written after u 


— 
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time that St. Luke had been with St. Paul in Jeu 
ſalem, whether in Paleſtine or in Rome we muſt cull 
clude that when St. Luke embarked. with St. Pad 
Cæſarea 10 go to Rome, St. Matthew's Goſpel lM 
not been compoſed. - For if it had, it could had 
have eſcaped the notice of St, Luke, who ſpent fa 
time in Jeruſalem, was two years either in Czar 
or its neighbourhood, and made every where the mi 
diligent inquiries relative to the hiftory of  Chii 
The queſtion therefore, whether St. Luke wrote ly 
fore St. Matthew or not, depends entirely on the plu 
where he wrote, which ſhall be the * 0 inge 
in e next ſection, i. 


G5 erſcr] 
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07 the various opinions relative to the place where St. 7 exand 

Wrote ts 2 piion 

ve bet 

OT leſs than nine different opinions have baWthet 

advanced, either in ancient or in modern timWrac: is 

| reſpecting the place where St. Luke wrote his Go to 

They are as follows. 1. That he wrote his Goſpdf title 

Antioch. 2. At Troas. 3. At Alexandria in Eg rand 

before he joined company with St. Paul. 4. In Bu addir 

nia. 5. In Macedonia. 6. In Achaia. 7. In Pi bes 

tine, 8. Ar Alexandria in Egypt, after he bad exand: 
St. Paul. 9. At Thebes in » Egypt*. According | 

the four firſt opinions, he muſt have written before 

begs. to travel with Sr. Paul“: ann to che ch he a 

| N xvlii. I 

| | nents 1 

. Luke i in, his aeconnt of Chriſt's Reſurrection has omitted The i 

-  cumſtances noted by St. Paul, for inſtance, that Chriſt appearel 2ophilus 

five hundred brethren at once, 1 Cor. xv. 6. This favours the Mn cent 

poſition that St. Luke wrote his Goſpel before he, was acqua! 
with os Paul, On the other hand he ſometimes uſes peculiar * Ve the 
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at a later period. W opinion ſhall be examined 
order. | 
That St. Luke wrote his Goſpel at Antioch, — 
been aſſerted, as far as J recollect, in poſitive 
18, but is Only implied in the notion that Theophi- 
„to whom St. Luke addreſſed it, was biſhop of 
t city. Now that this notion is erroneous every 
> at preſent will allow', and conſequently the in- 
nce deduced from it falls of itſelf to the ground. 
Lucas, and Lucius mentioned xiii. 1, were the ſame 
ſon, it would follow that St. Luke's Goſpel might 
e been written at Antioch; but as the identity of 
cas and Lucius 1s incapable of proof, we have no 
dund even for a N ee that it was written in 

t city. | 
2. The opinion chat St. Lake wrote at Te in 
Trojan diſtrict of Aſia Minor, is grounded on the 
terſcription-to St. Luke's Goſpel, which is found in 
> Syriac rerfion, and the ſubſcription to ſeveral. Greek 
nuſcripts*.->-For the city of Troas was properly called 
exandria Troas, and in the ſuperſeription and ſub- 
ption juſt mentioned, St. Luke's Goſpel is ſaid to 
e been written at Alexandria. It is true that the 
thet there annexed to Alexandria, which in the 
ac is d;, and in the Greek psyann, is unfavour- 
je to the interpretation Alexandria Troas, , becauſe 
title of the Great was particularly applied to 
xandria in Egypt. If therefore this epithet, is not 
addition of later ages, but ſtood there, from the 
beginning, the author of it cannot bave meant 
ade Tat and the interpretation in queſtion 
muſt 


ch he appears to have learnt from St. Paul: for ind3nce; EXXOGR EY, 
xriü. 1. See Vol. I. Ch. iv. Sect. 8. But anke of theſe 
nents is deciſive. 


The miſtake -protably 08 bös a Senor 6ft - St, Luke” 8 


ophilus with the e who was Biſhop of Antioch 4 in the 
nd century. | 


dee the end of St. Luke! 8 Goſpel in Mills and Wertea s edition. 
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muſt be falſe. But it is really not improbable that i 
epithet is ſpurious*. Alexandria Troas is the pla 
where St. Paul firſt met with St. Luke, where the 
joined company, and whence they travelled togeth 
into Macedonia. When therefore it is ſaid that 9 
Luke wrote at Alexandria, one might ſuppoſe that th 
Alexandria, where according to his own account he 
han actually been, and not the Egyptian Alexandit 
was meant by the author of the above ſubſcriptio 
Further the year aſſigned in the fame ſubſcription ty 
the time when St. Luke's Goſpel was written, favou 
this interpretation: for it is there ſaid to have ben 
written in the fifteenth year after Chriſt's aſcenfin 
and it was either at the end of the ſame, or at f 
beginning of the following year, that St. Paul arri 
6fvs hi nein o 

3. The third opinion that St. Luke wrote his Goh 
at Alexandria in Egypt, but before he joined compi 
with St. Paul, is grounded likewiſe on the ſubſcript 
mentioned in the preceding article. According to ii 
opinion, the word jweyoxn, is taken for genuine, ai 
conſequently the Egyptian Alexandria is ſuppoſed i 
have been meant. Further as according to the fam 
ſubſcriptiòn, St. Luke wrote his Goſpel in the fifteent 
year after the aſcenſion, and the commencement of l 
travels with St. Paul took place ſhortly after tii 
period, it is inferred that his vifit to Alexandria! 
Egypt muſt have happened before the joining compal 
with St. Paul“. But as we have no hiſtorical accou 
whatſover of any viſit made by St. Luke in Egypt, ü 
opinion reſts on a very unſtable foundation. 


4. TM poſitio 

1 This appears from St. Luke's mode of narration, For at AM be t 
xvi. 8. he relates the arrival of St. Paul and his companions at In joined: 
in the third peſon; they came to Troas,. But the departure fro r nd 


Troas, ver. 10. is related in the firſt perſon: we endeayoures 10 


=® Bar Bahlul, mentioned in the 4th Section of this Chapter, nl 
makes Theophilus the firſt Chriſtian in Alexandria, argued probe 
in this manner from the Syriac ſubſcription. 


7. VI. Of St. Luke's Goſpel. _ 


That St. Luke wrote his Goſpel in Bithynia has 
been aſſerted by any modern writers; but the opi- 
n is mentioned by Jerom in the Prologue to his 
poſition of St. Matthew's Goſpel, not indeed ac- 
ng to the reading of the common editions, but 
ording to the reading of ſeveral manuſcripts. The 
mon printed text of the paſſage, o which I allude, 
Tertius Lucas, medicus, natione Syrus, Antiochen- 
cujus laus in evangelio, qui et ipſe diſcipulus 
oſtoli Pauli, in Achatæ Beotieque partibus volumen 
didit: but Martianay in a marginal note obſerves, 
t ſeveral manuſcripts inſtead. of Bæotiæquèe read Bi- 
hne. Now as Bithynia was not only no part 
the Roman province of Achaia, but lay at a con- 
table diſtance from it, Jerom could not poſſibly 
e related that St. Luke wrote his Goſpel in Achaia 
Bithynia : and therefore, if Bithyniæ is the ge- 
ne reading, que muſt be a miſtake in the manu- 
pts for ve, and Jerom muſt have written in Achaie 
hide partibus. According to this repreſentation 
will have reported two different opinions relative 
ie place where St. Luke wrote, without deciding in 
dur of either of them. That Bithyniæve was the 
inal reading, that Bizhynizque aroſe from it through 
miſtake of a copyiſts, and that | Bæotiæque was the 
It of a critical conjecture, founded partly on the 
urity of the reading ' Bithkynizque, and partly on the 
nd that the grave of St. Luke was diſcovered in 
tia, I will not poſitively affert. But this at leaſt 
rtain that Bithynia, a country not very far diſtant 
n Troas, is a much more probable place for the 


4. TI poſition of St. Luke's Goſpel than Bæotia, as I 

bew in the examination of the ſixth opinion. 
'or at 1 be true that St. Luke wrote in Bithynia, before 
32 I joined: company with St. Paul at Troas, Theo- 
arr: Fs was probably a Birbynian, im which caſe all 


. to obtain further knowledge of him will be 
Nets. * : : 1 1 15 2 wget } : 


ed probe 1 I 5 oy t Ss. The 
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the reſurrection of Chriſt. The Greek name Theo- 
o It agrees likewiſe with the opinion that he wrote 
fitio e Grecian city. The only objections which can be 
de to it, are: firſt, that St. Paul, in his. ſecond 
iſtle to the Corinthians“, repreſents the Macedonian 
Friftians as being extremely poor, whereas Theophi- 
as appears from the title which St. Luke has given 
„was a man of rank: and ſecondly that St. Paul 


Emp: Epiſtle to the Philippians has greeted no perſon 
nely ine name of Theophilus, nor in his ſecond Epiſtle 

onh ine Corinthians, which he wrote in Macedonia, has 
oma, tioned Theophilus as greeting the Corinthians. But 


the WT her of theſe objections are of any weight. For we 
not certain that Theophilus was a Chriſtian*: and 
e were, there is no neceſſity for ſuppoſing, either 
t he lived in the city of Philippi, or that he was 
vainted with the members of the Corinthian com- 
nity . 

n the preceding paragraph I have interpreted the 
ds of the Arabic ſubſcription, a Macedonian city, 
denoting a city of Macedonia,” as it appears to 
, that they admit of no other interpretation. But 


$ XVI 
St. Ly 
it Con 
bliged! 
Empe 
from d 
| of Cl 
nued (a 


in ages Haſe, in a differtation inſerted in the Bibliotheca 
ie. laſt menſis?, has endeavoured to ſhew that the author of 
avout. 


Arabic ſubſcription underſtood by Macedonian 
the city of Alexandria in Egypt. In ſupport of 
s poſition he has quoted ſeveral paſſages, but all of 
m from poetical works, in which the epithets, Pel- 
„ Emathius, Macedonicus, are applied to Egypt in 


his At 
1e deli 
al md 
ility, | 


P1010" Weral, or to the capital of that country, Alexandria, 
Was "particular. Now no one will deny that theſe epithets 
at Phil: often applied, eſpecially by the poets, to the 
* 1 yptian Alexandria, in conſequence of its having 
e Apo 


h 5 been 

mach. viii. a, . out | 23h 

i Claſs. IV. Faſcic. 4. Diſſert. 9. The title of the diſſertation is, 

by del obi Haſæi Obſervatio geopraphico- critica qua Macedonicam civi- 

n, et Alexandrian Magnam, in quarum altera Arabs, altera 
Græcique interpretes D. Lncam Evangelium conſignaſſe pro- 

b eandem civitatem, et quidem Ægyptiacam Alexandriam, eſſe 


pter · ditur. 
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| er. 
been founded and governed by Macedonian pm. 
But we muſt not interpret the plain language of a d F 
writer, as we would interpret the figurative langue lit 
of a poet. The impropriety of ſuch an interpreui ſu 
will appear more conſpicuouſly, if we take an in Noſpe 
trom the preſent period. A poet might call Liu «1 
in conſequence of the numerous Engliſh families, why oſpe 
are ſettled in that city, the Engliſh Liſbon : yet WS. L. 
bibliographer would ſay of a book, which was piu oted 
in Liſbon, that it was printed in an Engliſh city, IT] 
like manner, the author of the Arabic ſubſcription, Hon a 
he had meant to ſay that St. Luke wrote his Goſpel t wi 
Alexandria, would not have ſaid that he wrote iti ac 
Macedonian city. That the author of the Syriac (Miſhilipr 
ſeription referred the compoſition of St. Luke's GdfWmpa: 
to Alexandria, is no proof that the author of the Au roth. 
ſubſcription intended to do the fame ; eſpecially »fpicio 
know from the Acts that St. Luke ſtaid ſome intrib 
in the country of Macedonia properly ſo called, inti 
we no where read in the Acts of a journey into Egnbalifie 
Before I proceed to examine the four other opinuiiÞþn v. 
it will be neceſſary to make a few general obſervatiſfic bre. 
on the five which have been already examined. Pau 
were certain that St. Paul in his ſecond Epiſtle to s fron 
Corinthians, ch. viii. 18. where he ſpeaks of the H But r 
ther, whoſe. praiſe is in the Goſpel, meant St. Lent it 
and the Goſpel written by that Evangeliſt, one of Muke a; 
five preceding opinions muſt be the true one: for opel 
four laſt, which I have hereafter to examine, refer Whitten ( 
compoſition of St. Luke's Goſpel to a later period i om a 
the time of St, Paul's writing his ſecond Epiſtle to 
Corinthians. I have already obſerved in the preced 
4 8 ſect 
| dee 2 
4 This is obvious of the three laſt of the nine opinions: and Who t 
equally true of the ſixth, which makes Achaia the country in , 0 
St, Lake wrote his Goſpel. , For I have ſhewn that St. Loke . 5 
behind at Philippi, and did not accompany St. Paul to Con — b 


Zut the ſecond Epiſtle to the Corinthians was written on St.! 
return to Macedonia. If therefore St. Luke ever was in Ach. 
muſt have been there at a later period. EW | 


T. 
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ſubjoin in a note, that the reader may be able to li 
a judgement, without the trouble of turning to oi 
authors themſelves. Now whether their explanzin 
be right, or whether they be wrong, it neceſſarily 


hte! 
ly c 


lows that they who gave them could never have hein 
or at leaſt they could not have believed, that St. He tr 
wrote his Goſpel, either in Paleſtine, or in Rome, ed i 
Alexandria after he had left Rome. For in that d V 
they could not even have conjectured that St. Paul; ten 
Iuded to St. Luke's Goſpel in his ſecond Epiſtle to ned 
Corinthians, which was undoubtedy written befote ks, 
Luke accompanied St. Paul into Paleſtine. But H Oy t 
explanations do not neceſſarily imply that they hol 
never heard of St. Luke's having written in Ach edon 
For, though it is certain from St. Luke's mode fore 
writing in the Ads of the Apoſtles, that he ii conſe 
behind at Philippi, that he did not. go with St. Meetia 
into Achaia, and conſequently, if he ever was in aller 
diſtrict, that he muſt have been there after St. Paul tries 
written his ſecond Epiſtle to the Corinthians: ja Ge 
the Fathers, through want of attention to St. Lu. B 
5 $4 * | 44 1 5 me fron 

© Origen, in his firſt homily to St. Luke's. Goſpel (Tom. Ii Writte 
983. ed. Benedict.) ſpeaking of Luke 3. ſays, according to that 
words of the Latin tranſlation now extant, * Inculcat ac rep antinc 
quoniam ea, quæ ſcripturus eft, non rumore cognorit, ſed ab u Thebe 


ipfe fuerit conſecutus. Unde et ab Apoſtolo merito collaudatu 
cente, cujus laus in Evangelio eſt per omnes eccleſias. Chryſi t. Pay 
expreſſes himſelf ſtill more decidedly.: for at the beginning dt that 
Commentary to the Acts of the Apoſtles (Tom. IX. p. 2. ed. W le 
faucon) he ſays of St. Paul, In his Epiſtle to the Corinthia,” 5 Pl 
writes of him, whoſe praiſe is in the Goſpel throughout al]4ce, t! 
- churches. And when he mentibns, that Chriſt appeared to Cyliaia, y 
and then to the twelve, and adds, according to tie Goſpel, wii pref 
have received, he means the Goſpel of St. Luke.“ Chryſoſtam | 
vers again the ſame opinion, p, 4. J. But Theophylact app! 
have been in doubt, whether St. Paul really alluded to St. Luke's 
pel at 2 Cor. viii. 18.: for in his Note to this paſſage he ſays IM paſſage 
« Some apply theſe words to St, Luke, becauſe he wrote a Cr vo/u, 
others 1 them to Barnabas, for the Apoſtles uſed the term & bolem 
to denote even a verbal preaching.” What Jerom fays on this ſ. 85 
has been quoted in the preceding ſection. — 
I es ; N J. 
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e of writing, might ſuppoſe that he attended St. 
| from Philippi to Corinth, a report, that St. Luke 
Die his Goſpel in Achaia, would appear to them per- 
ly conſiſtent with the opinion that St. Paul alluded _ 
x in his ſecond. Epiſtle to the Corinthians. Whether | | 
> true that he wrote in Achaia or not, will be exa- | 
ed in the article which now follows. 

. When it is ſaid that St. Luke's Goſpel was 
ten in Achaia, this word muſt not be taken in the 
ned ſenſe, in which it was uſed by the ancient 
ks, but in the more extenſive ſenſe in which it was 
by the Romans, who gave the name of Achaia to 
whole ſouthern part of Greece, 'in oppoſition to 
edonia, which was the northern province. Bœotia 
fore was a part of the Roman province of Achaia, 
conſequently when it is faid that St. Luke wrote 
eotia in particular, it does not contradict the ge- 
aſſertion that he wrote in Achaia®. Of the various 


Paul tries which have been aſſigned for the compoſition 
_ is Goſpel, Lardner” thinks Achaia the moſt pro- 
K Beſide the authority of Jerom, he quotes a 


from the metrical catalogue of canonical books 
regory of Nazianzum, where St. Luke is ſaid to 


„om. Ul written for Achaia *, - Further, he appeals to the 
ding wii that the bones of St. Luke were ought to 
a antinople in the time of the emperor Conſtantius 
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orinthiar 
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he ſays WM pallage in which Jerom fays of St. Luke, in Arlaiæ Bærotiæ- 
ote a Gr volumen condidit, has been already quoted in this ſection. 
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If St. Luke died in Achaia, he muſt have gone thi 
from Rome after the ſecond-year of: St. Paul's in 
ſonment was expired: and indeed later, for-we-find 
with St. Paul in Rome, not only when the Apt 
wrote his Epiſtle | to the Coloſſians”, and his Epiſtle 
to Philemon, but likewiſe when he wrote his: (ad 
Epiſtle to Timothy“. Hence it appears that the 
ference that St. Luke wrote his Goſpel in Achai, 1 
only unwarranted by the cireumſtance, that he 4 
there, but is alſo improbable in itſelf. Further, 
ſtory. of St. Luke's grave at Thebes in Bœotia gave 
to other inferences, which are undoubtedly falle: 
| inſtance, that he was firſt converted to Chriftianiy 
that city, which can no mdre be true of The both 
| Beotia, than of Thebes in Egypt, for he was ben 
a fellow-traveller and fellow-labourer of St. Paul, 
fore he went into Greece®, The former inference th 
fore, which is drawn from the ſame premiſts, is eit 
at leaſt to the ſuſpicion of being equally falſe. I 
this very inference, 'inſtead - of being ſupported by 
opinion of the Fathers, who ſuppoſed that St. 
alluded to St. Luke's Goſpel in his ſecond Epili 
the Corinthians, is directly contradicted by it. F 
they believed that St. Luke wrote his Goſpel in Ad 
they muſt have underſtood it of the time, whe 
viſited” Greece in company with St. Paul, and bl 
St. Paul's impriſonment either in Cafarea or Rommel 
I have ſhewu in the preceding article. It is lik 
contradicted by the Greek ſubſcriptions to St. Ly 
Goſpel, Which refer the compoſition of it either b 
fifteenth or twenty-ſecond year after the aſcenſiol Mfttben 
if St. Luke went into Achaia after St. Paul's 
ſonment in Rome, he muſt have gone thicher 
thirty years after the aſcenſion. But that St. s G 
wrote his Goſpel at ſo late a pero is oy 1 ws 
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Ui S The ſeventh opinion reſpecting the place, where 
1 Luke wrote his Goſpel is that of Theodore Haſe e, 
nd . bo contends that he wrote it ein Paleſtine; while St. 
A 0! was priſoner. in Cæſarea. It is true that this opi- 
ite da has no hiſtorical evidence in its favour: but no 
deu ection can be made to it on this ground, for the ac- 
the nts in general, which ancient writers have delivered 


i, vl: this ſubject, are ſo very contradictory and inconſiſ- 
be M, that not one of them is entitled to the name of 
ber, torical evidence. They are merely the reſult of pri- 
care ie opinion, and therefore have no more authority, 
alle: rely as ſuch, than the opinion #of a modern writer. 
ia e only queſtion, to be aſked, is, which of the ſeveral 
bebe potbeſes, whether advanced in early or in later ages, 
s bens the greateſt ſhare of internal probability. Now in 
Paul, er to determine, whether the hypotheſis, that St. 
ace ke wrote his Goſpel in Paleſtine, while St. Paul was 
is e oner in Cæſarea, is probable, or not, we muſt aſk this 


ous queſtion. Had St. rent written his e 


ted U that time, or had he not? 6 

t St. if St. Matthew had already written bis Goſpel, when 
Epi Luke came with St. Paul into Paleſtine,” one might 
ir. P poſe that it would not have eſcaped the notice af a 
in Aer, who took all poſſible! pains to collect accounts 
„ Wbeiſg the hiſtory of Chriſt, Vet we muſt conclude both 
and bm St. Luke's preface, and the variations between his 
x Rom ſpel and that of St. Matthew, that he had no know- 

t is ie of it. This objection however is not of ſo much 
» St. Light as it appears to be. For we are not certain that 
either M Luke underſtood Hebrew“, or if he did, that St. 
cenfoiptthew's Goſpel was known at Cæſarta, a city inha- 


Paul's 
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d chiefly by Greeks and Romans. If he did not 
lerſtand Hebrew, he might have heard of St. Mat- 
S Goſpel, and yet not have been able to uſe it, as 
s very Dn that no Greek tranſlation of it then 
ſted. can er e a Nane in point in regard to 
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myſelf : for about forty years ago I read lecture d 
the Ruſſian hiſtory, yet for want of knowledge of iii 
Ruſſian language, I took not the leaſt notice of Neu 

though he is the principal hiſtorian of the Ruſſians. 
On the other hand if St. Matthew had not vr 

his Goſpel, when St. Paul was priſoner at Cæſarea, Mi 
Luke, if he wrote at that time, wrote before St. M 
thew. But if he wrote before St. Matthew, and u 
only wrote in Paleſtine, , but dedicated his Goſpel to 
perſon, who, in the opinion of Theodore Haſe, H 
been High Prieſt at Jeruſalem, it may be objeti 
that ſuch a GoſpeF could not have been overlookd 


by St. Matthew. Dr. Storr indeed afferts that 
Matthew not only read, but even copied from Wiſu!'s 
Luke's Goſpel'. But this appears to me incredi e ar 
for an author, who was eye-witneſs to the facts, vb che 
he related, would hardly borrow his materials from to { 
writer, who was not an eye-witneſs : nor do [I bele tion. 
that he had even read St. Luke's Goſpel, for if he HH Hare { 
he would have avoided many apparent contradiction affir 


which he might eaſily have removed by a ſhort explai 
tion, and ſometimes by the addition of a ſingle wot 
Since therefore St. Luke's Goſpel was certainly unkno 
to St. Matthew, the queſtion to be aſked is, whetd 
this .circutnſtance is conſiſtent with the ſuppoſition ti 
St. Luke wrote in Paleſtine before St. Matthew? Ni 
I think it is not abſolutely inconſiſtent: for if St. Ly 
wrote his "Goſpel at Cæſarea, and ſent it to a Jes 
High Prieft, it is at leaſt poſſible that ſome years eli 
before copies of it were, ſpread abroad among the Ch 
tians in Paleſtine. _” Beſides, as the ſuppoſition d 
St. Matthew wrote ſo late, is improbable, 
objections which are grounded on it, reſt on 4 
unſtable foundation. The opinion that St. Luke vl 
his Goſpel in Paleſtine, while St. Paul was priſonet 
Ceæſarea, implies neither that he wrote before, not un, ar 
he wrote after St. Matthew. On this laſt head, we Mit. B. 
adopt whatever ſuppoſition appears to be the moſt © 
ſiſtent with it,—V hether the opinion be true - Vopplem. 
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in not undertake to determine, but will leave it to 
We dccifion of the reader. 
Ws. The eighth opinion on this ſubje& is, that St. 
re wrote his Goſpel at Alexandria in Egypt, after 
had been with St, Paul in Rome. In ſupport of this 
inion appeal has been made to the ſubſcription to 
W Luke's Goſpel in ſeveral Greek manuſcripts, in 
ich as well as in the Syriac verſion, St. Luke is ſaid 
1 to have written at Alexandria the Great, by which is 
e, ant Alexandria in Egypt. But the ſame Greek 
ſcription. contradicts the latter part of this opinion, 
it aſſigns the fifteenth year after the aſcenſion for 
time of its compoſition, which was long before St. 
Wul's journey to Rome. However Grabe and Mill 
e argued very ſtrenuouſly in ſupport of this opinion, 
their arguments are ſo plauſible, that they induced 
to ſubſcribe to it in the firſt edition of this Intro- 
ton, But ſince I have read Lardner's objections “, 
we fo far altered my ſentiments, that, though I will 
afirm, it is abſolutely falſe, I think it at leaſt 
uncertain. Simeon Metaphraſtes, to whom Grabe 
deals, lived fo late as the tenth century; and is 
refore on that account, as well as ſeveral others, 
no authority in determining a fact, which happened 
the firſt century. Beſides, as Lardner has rightly 
ved, he does not ſay that St. Luke wrote his 
ſpel at Alexandria, but only that he preached there. 
has Oecumenius, to whom Mill appealed, but wich- 
quoting any particular paſſage, aſſerted that St. 
ke wrote at Alexandria: for Lardner, who was per- 
J well acquainted with the writings of the Fathers, 
lares that he could find no ſuch aſſertion in Oecu- 
ius. Farther, the adyocates for this opinion have 


aled to the work, which goes by the name of the 
riſone! Moſtolic Conſtitutions, of which the author is un- 
., nor Mun, and to which we have no reaſon to give much 
d, we Mit. Beſide the objections, which Lardner has made 
moſt o A f to 


Supplement, P. II. Vol. i. p. 270, 271. 
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to this work in general, a particular objection may H 
made to that very chapter“, in which St. Luke's jy 5 
poſed reſidence in Alexandria is mentioned. It is tie 
faid : „The firſt bifhop of Alexandria, Anianus, u 


EC 


ordained, by the Evangeliſt St. Mark, and his ſuccelll - 
Avilius by the Evangeliſt St. Luke.” Now if this ul 7 
true, St. Luke muff have been at Waere alter d 5 


Mark had been there, in which cafe St. Mark's Goh 


wotild hardly have remained unknown to him. Fu 10 
ther, as St. Mark Wote his Goſpel in Rome while , 
Peter was there, and St. Peter certainly did not got pot 
Rome till ſome time after St. Paul, St. Mark's jour 175 
into Egypt muſt hate taken place at fo late a perid 78 
that St. Luke could hardly have written his Goſpel be 
a till later time. Beſides, he was with St. Paul! oy 
Rothe in the year 66 or 67, when the ſecond Epil 00 
to T imothy was written, as ber e from 2 Ti Þ X 
W. 11. ; Us * 
The Hinthi and: laſt opinion 199 10 St. Lal 5 
wrote his Goſpel at Thebes in Egypt. This opini ip 
is grounded partly on the ſuppoſed journey of St. Lo 0 
into Egypt mentioned in the preceding article, mi. 5 
partly on the report mentioned in the fifth article th Fol 
he wrote at Thebes in Becotia, which, it is ſaid, 8 55 
confounded With Fhebes in Egypt: But, ſince u an 
ofily the inference is unwarranted, but the pre ul 4 
fromm Which it is drawn, are chemſelues uncertain, . f 
ere falls of itfelf to the ground, Bur if an 1 
ould think it noceſſary to have a particular conf 0 hy 
tidtti of it, he may apes "Fecounfents: Lartner's ouff 15 
ment*; * AT | | Wu 
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8 E c- I Vi 1. 
| Refi of rhe inquiries inſtituted in the preceding ſection. 


T appears from what has been faid in the preceding 
ſection, that of the nine opinions reſpecting the place 
here St. Luke wrote his Goſpel, there are only two 
E which It can be ſaid, that they have hiſtorical ac- 
punts in their favour: namely, that which refers the 
bapoſition of it to, Troas in the fifteenth year after 
de aſcenſion,” and that which refers its compoſition to 
lacedonia in the twenty-kecond year after the aſcenſion, 
ut then theſe hiſtorical accounts are of ſuch a nature 
lat they hardly deſerxe the name of evidence: for they 
e contained in the ſubſcriptions to St..Luke's Goſpel, 
te authors of which Are, unknown, and who probably 
ye nothing more than their own conjectures. The 
jolt ancient Fathers“ appear not to have known either 

re. or the place where St. Luke wrote: and 
zrefore what later writers have aſſerted is hardly en- 
lech to more credit, than what. js aſſerted by an author 
the eighteenth century. Euſebius, whoſe object was 
collect whatever inſormation could be procured re- 
ching the four Evangeliſts, has not ſaid a ſyllable 
her on the time or, the place where St. Luke wrote: 
of the perſon and character of Theophilus. We 


34. conclude therefore that Euſebius was not able to 


ocure any intelligence on this ſubject, at leaſt none 
which he could depend. Origen is equally ſilent 
the time and place where St. Luke's Goſpel was 
ftten: and when he ſpeaks of Theophilus, inſtead 
communicating information of his perſon and cha- 
Cer, he gives an explanation founded on the compo- 
on of the Greek word Orepee, which ſhews that he 
d no real information to communicate. 
Under theſe circumſtances we muſt be 8 in 
Ir Woite of the moſt eligible opinion, not by external, 
| 1 TIT but 
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but by internal evidence. Now in favour of Tos ili 
the circumſtance that this was the place, where St. pu 
firſt met with St. Luke, and took him into his company 8 
in favour of Macedonia, that he reſided there for ſol 
time, while St. Paul was travelling in other counts 
and in ſavour both of Troas and Macedonia is the | 
cumſtance, that either ſuppoſition will account for 9 
Luke's want. of knowledge of St. Matthew's Goſp 
On tbe other hand there are two circumſtances agaul 
both of theſe opinions. For if he wrote either 4 
Troas, or in a city of Macedonia, it is difficult to con 
prehend how the many apocryphal Goſpels, to whid 
he alludes in his preface, could have been propagat 
in Greece at fo early a period: and ſecondly, he had! 
opportunity either in Troas or in Macedonia of trac 
up the hiſtory of Chriſt to its ſource, and of conſultiy 
thoſe who had been eye-witneſſes to the ſeveral fat 
which he has recorded. The latter obje&ion may 
deed be removed by the ſuppofition that he .had be 
at Jeruſalem, before he went thither with St. Pal 
but for this ſuppoſition we have no foundation what 
ever. 3 3 

In favour of the opinion that he wrote his Goſpel! 
Egypt is the circumſtance, that St. Luke alluded! 
apocryphal Goſpels, and that of all the apoctyp 
Goſpels now extant, the Goſpel according to the EN 
tians, is ſuppoſed” to be the moſt ancient. This apt 
ment however will be of no weight, if it be true 
the Goſpel according to the Egyptians was not writ 
before the ſecond centurys. Another circumſtance 
favour of this opinion is, that there are ſeveral paſſi 
in St. Luke's Goſpel, which, as J ſhall ſhew in 
next ſection, are particularly applicable to the Effent 

who were very numerous in Egypt. But againſt d 
opinion may be alleged the following argumen 
Firft, St. Luke has totally omitted the flight of Jolt 
and Mary with Jeſus into Egypt, and omitted 


5 Credibility of the Goſpel Hiſtory, P. 11. Vol, II. p. $275 
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if it had been already written in the eOuntry, fro 5 
which he came, would hardly have eſcaped his noa 
but in that caſe his knowledge would not have by 
confined to the baptiſm of John. If therefore St. Lyj 


wrote in Egypt he muſt have written at a later perig 
either during the three years that St „Paul remained 


CT. 


* 
4 


F the 


Ina x Or after he had left St. Paul in Rome. h 
Laſtly, the opinion that St. Luke wrote bis Gon not 
in Paleſtine, while St. Paul was priſoner at Cx t th 
though not confirmed by hiſtorical, evidence, is Hs ! 
ported at, leaſt by its o-wᷣn internal probability. I iſp: 
moreover an opinion to which, as far as I know, iſh St. 
material qbje&tions can be made: and therefore, tho bor. 
it is only conjecture, it is perhaps more eligible, bas 
anyone of the traclitionary reports. Ions, 
If, St. Luke bad: given us a ſhort account of bai lus b 
hiſtory, we might have been enabled to form a deci tion 
judgement on this ſubject. | But ſinee bis . peculiarm > fall 


deſty has prevented him from laying; any thing of l 

ſell, it. is impoſſible to determine either where, or acc 

he wrote his, Goſpel, I once thought that the deci 

was) eaſy: but the; more I have id. che mon 

Hove e to ubs. RA nov 5 
Fits. ) i 101i 5775 Gele 


During theſe: . ars St. Lake -was abſent from: 8 St. _ 
well: as during his refidence- at Corinth, baving, as I have ar 


ſeryed parted;;company at. Philippi. Ig gs fore poſſible 
of Luke, while St. Paul was at Ep 8 A from 
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F the motive, which induced St. Luke to Write a Goſpet: 


bas been ſuppoſed by ſeveral perſons that St. Luke 
not only wrote his Goſpel. at the requeſt. of St. Paul, 
t that St. Paul even: dictated what St. Luke wrote. 


is notion took; its riſe from a falſe interpretation of 


paſſage, in St. Paul's Epiſtle to the Romans!: and 
at St. Luke wrotg of his own accord, and of his own 
thority, appears from the expreſſion dg. xxpeor, which 
has uſed 1a the preface to his Goſpel. He there 
igns the motive which induced him to ſend to Theo- 
lus an authentic narrative of the miracles and reſur- 
ion of Chriſt, which, to uſe. his own words, was 
e following, ereid use WONA01 rex ar EN. 
22 Week Ty menAngaPogniaeucy £2 nv WpuYparw, To 
accounts of theſe many he muſt certainly have 
0 e objections to make, for no man would argue 
: fince ſeveral petſons have delivered accounts of 
15 on which perfect reliance may be placed, I have 
eule thought proper to write the hittory of Chriſt. 
e muſt conclude therefore, that his. intention was to 


rect. the inaccuracies of the accounts, which were 


n in circulation, and to deliver to d heophilus a true 
genuine document, in order to flence ſeveral idle 
ries, which might have prejudiced Exgophiſas again 
Chriſtian religion“. 

Mill, and Grabe have ſuppoſed, and perhaps not 
wut ſome reaſon, that St. Luke had particularly in 
* the Goſpel according to the Egyptians, of which 
iragments that are now extant may. be ſeen in 

bricli Codex Apocryphus “. The Eſſenes were at 
time in great repute in Egypt, and the een 
0 
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of the Egyptian Goſpel ſhew that the author of 1 for t 
was an Eſſene, for they contain the tenets of this (li 
relative to the prohibition of matrimony. It is rel 
to be lamented, that we have not the Egyptia 
Goſpel complete, for we ſhould then be enabled tod 
termine with more preciſion whether Grabe's opinin 
de true or not. Lardner indeed contends, that i 
Goſpel according to the Egyptians was not written he 
| fore the ſecond century, though other critics aſfert thi 
i is the moſt ancient of the apocryphal Goſpels. By 
whether the Egyptian Goſpel exiſted, or not, at to 
time when St. Luke wrote, he appears in ſeveral paſſig 
of his Goſpel to have had the Effenes in view *. Ti 
following may ſerve as examples, | 
St. Luke is the only Evangeliſt, who mentions Chi ham 
POE command to his difciples to ſell their lands 1 
aleftine, (which however would have been taken fry 


them in a time of perſecution), and to give the moi her: 
to the poor*: a command which did not extend i eſſen 
every Chriſtian, but was neceſſary for the Jewiſh c Chrit 


verts in Paleſtine, ſince thoſe lands might have proniſÞcrally 
a ſnare to them, and have tempted them to return 
Judaifm *. In the fourth, fifth, and fixth chapter inge r 
the Acts of the Apoftles he deſcribes at full length f 
conſtitution of the Chriftian church at Jerufalem: a 
relates that the members of this church ſold their pt 

perty and eſtabliſhed a common fund, or rather a cal 

mon depofitory of alms for the poor; for I much doll 
whether they had a perfect community of goods, 
e ſtrict ſenſe of the word. Now this account hs! 
neceſſary connection with St. Luke's principal object 
the Acts of the Apoſtles : but he ſeems to have relat 
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| Ch. i. 
In writing a commentary on St. Luke, other apocryphal Gol 
might be likewiſe applied to advantage: for they might enable u 
explain ſeveral paſſages, where the Evangeliſt endeavoured to cl 
the falſe notions, which then prevailed, 


P Luke xii. 33, 34. 
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| 1 Gr the ſake of the Eſſenes, who likewiſe lived with- 
property, and had every thing in common. 

WS: Luke is the only Evangeliſt, who has related the 
verſation between Gabriel and Mary: and he pro- 
iy related it with a view of correcting a falſe account 
the appearance of Gabriel, inſerted in an apocry- 
| Goſpel, of which I think ſome traces are Kill 
ible in the Koran. It is well known that Mohammed 
pk moſt of his accounts concerning Chriſt from 
falſe Goſpels, which in his time ſtill circulated in 
bia: and in the third chapter of the Koran he has 
en a long but inaccurate narrative of the birth of 
ſt and John the Baptiſt, of which we find the true 
ount in St. Luke's Goſpel. I believe therefore that 
phammed derived his intelligence from that very 
ſpel which St. Luke intended to correct: eſpecially 
contrary to the uſual practice of Mohammed, he 
here a paſſage which - favours perpetual virginity, 
eſſential doctrine of the Eſſenes, and has here given 
Chriſt the appellation of the Word of God, à title 
erally applied to him by thoſe, who had been edu- 


eturn ed in the Egyptian or oriental philoſophy. After 
aptets ing related, in the third chapter of the Koran, the 
notb h of Mary, her education in the temple, the an- 


iclation of the birth of John the Baptiſt, and the 
bneſs of Zacharias, Mohammed proceeds, ver. 40 
r a c. as follows“: The angel ſaid, O Mary, verily 
ich do ſendeth thee good tidings, that thou ſhalt bear the 


roods, Mord proceeding from himſelf: his name ſhall be 
nt has Hriſt Jeſus the ſon of Mary, honourable in this 
id and in the world to come, and one of thoſe, 


who 


| Ch. i. 26—38. i 
-phal Got 
enable Vs 


According to St. Luke, ch. i. 30, 31. the angel ſaid to Mary: 
ed to cl 


ar not Mary, for thou haſt found favour with God: and behold, 
i ſhalt conceive in thy womb, and bring forth a ſon, and ſhalt call 
lame Jeſus,” 3 ; 
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who approach near to the preſence of God": and 
ſhall ſpeak unto men in the cradle, and when hej 
grown up, and he ſhall be one of the righteous, 9 
eee Lord, how ſhall I have a ſon, fince a m 
hath not touched me? The angel ſaid, So God crexs 
chat which he pleateth: when he decreeth a thing, 
only faith unto it, Be, and it is.' In the nineteen 
chapter of the Koran, Mohammed has given ant 
extract from an apocryphal Goſpel relative to the q 
pearance .. the angel Gabriel to. Mary, which ö 
follows. She (namely Mary) retired froin her fan 
to a bee toward the eaſt, and took a veil to conn 
herſelf. And we ſent our Spirit Gabriel unto her, a 
he appeared” unto her in the ſhape of a perfect u 


She ſaid, I fly for refuge unto; the merciful God, Mae 
he may defend me from theen if. thou feareſt him, H tr: 
wilt not approach me. He anfwered, verily J am e 
meſſenger of thy Lord, and am ſent to give thee e 
Son.“ Other paſſages, which Mohammed had tu 
from apocryphal Goſpels, might be ſelected from * 


Koran, and added as a Supplement to Fabrici Col 
Apocryphus. £ 

What St. Luke has e ch. xvii. 20, 21. of Wider 
queſtion propoſed to Chriſt concerning the kingdom 
heaven, and the anſwer which he gave, appears 10 
a correction of the following inaccurate account, vl 
bad been given of it in the Egyptian Goſpel*. Bn 
_Tybers. aur. 0 Kugios vero Trog, Wors nei auTs "1 Bart 
ci or r THF aiohCuung Evdupers DETHONTE, | Xa 07%) b 
dv ev, x ra eg Ws TH 0. (X08 T0 WREEev H vns * 
ge ure S. bh itt 

In this manner St. Luke improved and e 


accounts, which were then in circulation, of the! 
| | 


my 


»Luke i. 32. He mall be pens ; and ſhall 5 called the lf 
dhe Higheſt.” 7 125 


© Fabricii Cotex PET Tom. 1. P. 35. 


ar, cr. viii. 
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and H ry of Chriſt. For this undertaking he is entitled to 


n ber warmeſt thanks: as in conſequence of the accurate 
s. „ uiries which he made, he was enabled to diſtinguiſh 
th from falſehood, and to communicate a hiſtory, 
cen which we can depend. It is true that the accounts 


hing,! ntained in the hiſtories, which it was St. Luke's 
ineteeul ect to correct, were not wholly fabulous and the 
ano ere inventions of the authors, who recorded them: 
the t they contained fo much falſehood intermixed with 
ch is th, that a correction of them was abſolutely neceſ- 
er fn y. The fame thing happened 'to theſe hiſtories, as 
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pens to our modern gazettes, when a battle or a 
The main ſtory is true, but in 


fect M fing through different hands, it generally acquires 


od, M acceſſion of circumſtances, which ar 
truth. Official intelligence alone 
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ain intelligence we have received from St. 


* St. Luke's. Goſpel alone was admitted by Marcion, who made 
wever many alterations in it, ſo as to render it more ſuitable to his 
n ſyſtem. But not all the alterations in Marcion's copy are to be 
nlidered as wilful corruptions; for ſeveral of them are nothing 
re, than what modetn critics call various readings“. 


. 


1 AAR TTT 


r 


eas ro — — 
Lay D b - 


. " e * 
—— —— 2. 1 rr ome 4 NO LS we AB PR = — 
a N -<i 2 — = 


4 
| 
11 
"3 
[4 
. 
i 
4 
| 
| 
| | 
1 
I 
4 
4 ,; 
4 


_ of moſt eccleſiaſtical writers he was a relation of Chill 


edition of this Introduction. The extraordinary! 
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Of the life and character of St. John. cire 


HAT St. John the Evangeliſt was one oft 
twelve Apoſtles, ſon of Zebedee and Salome, a 
brother of the elder James, appears from Matth. iv, y 
xxvii. 55, 56. Mark xv. 40. xvi. 1. In the oping 


and this opinion I adopted, when I publiſhed the ff 


queſt made by the mother of James and John, thatk 
two {ons ſhould ſit, the one on the right hand and d 
other on the left hand of Chriſt?, implied a clit 
which might be thought to be founded on relationli 
But at preſent I much doubt whether any ſuch relaid 
ſhip ſubſiſted: for in Gal. i. 19. James the leſs, u 
was not brother of John, is diſtinguiſhed by the t 
of © Brother of the Lord, which implies that the oth 
James, and conſequently John were not related | 
Chriſt. 

It appears from Matth. xxvii. 5 5, 56. that St. Joby 
mother attended Chriſt, not only to Jeruſalem, i 
likewiſe to the place of his crucifixion. Of his fall 
Zebedee, who was alive, when St. John was called 
the Ape” „ no mention is made in the latter pl 


titer t 
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er: for 
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8 On the ſubject of St. John's Goſpel, I would recon hi 


Lampe's Prolegomena prefixed to his Expoſition of this Gol 
Oporini Clavis Evangelil ohannis, and Lardner's ern to 
Credibility of the Goſpel Hater, Vol. I. ch. . . 


* See Lampe, Prol. Lib. I. cap. k, ſect. 4. 
Matth. xx, 20. 21. * See Matth. iv, 21, 22. 
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Jon xili. 2 
L. III. 


r. I. Of St. John's Goſpel. 273 


Chriſt's life: and as Salome accompanied Chriſt on 
travels, it is probable that he died ſoon after his 


W: were choſen Apoſtles. From Luke xxiv. 1. 10. 
Wnpared with Mark xvi. 1, 2. one might conclude 
t Salome was one of the perſons, who firſt ſaw Chriſt 
Er his reſurrection: but St. John, in the twentieth 
Wotcr of his Goſpel, though he particularly relates 
circumſtances of the reſurrection, makes no mention 
his mother: nor does St. Matthew, though he had 
ed her among the perſons who were preſent at the 
of WW 5xi0n”, make any mention of her among the per- 
e, M. who on the day of the reſurrection went to viſit 
W. Nepulchre“. 1 ps 
Op is not improbable, though it cannot be affirmed 
Chi certainty, that St. John the Evangeliſt, before he 
he me a diſciple of Chriſt had been a diſciple of John 
1ar] N Baptiſt, At leaſt, the circumſtantial account, 
that Men he has given, ch. i. 37—41. of the two diſciples 
and Mohn the Baptiſt, who followed Chriſt, might induce 
5 cl, ſuppoſe, that he was one of the two. St. John 
non he favourite diſciple of Chriſt, and was called the 
relle whom Jeſus loved*. This particular affection 
els, "x regard aroſe from the ſoftneſs and tenderneſs of 
the UW bn's character, which had a great reſemblance to 
he du of Chriſt himſelf. Hence we find him preſent at 
lated fal ſcenes to which moſt of the other diſciples were 
| admitted. He was eye-witneſs, in company with 
t. Joh peter and James, to the reſurrection of Jairus's 
lem, Mübter to life, to Chriſt's transfiguration on the 
his fall t, and to his agony in the garden. St. John re- 
calle! Wthis attention by the moſt fincere attachment to his 
latter Mer: for he was the only Apoſtle who followed Chriſt 
e place of his crucifixion. - No writer whatſoever 
fore was better enabled to give a circumſtantial and 
atic hiſtory of Chriſt. | 8 
| | On 


this Gol 
ment {0 


ith, xxvii. 55, 566. Matth. Kii. te | 
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On the death of Chriſt, St. John took his 'mateiM 
Mary, whom Chriſt had We ed to his care, u 
his own home“. His long intercourſe therefore vit 
the mother of Chriſt muſt have afforded him an oppa: 
tunity of acquiring the beſt information, relative to th 
birth, education, and early biſtory of Chriſt: and $ 
John's attachment to his maſter could not permit hint 
remain indifferent even to the minuteſt anecdote, whid 
reſpected fo remarkable a character. Vet he has relat 


no circumſtance whatſoever of Chriſt's life, prior: oh 

his thirtieth year: though he certainly had it in wh | 

power to make very numerous additions to the Men 

f accounts, which had been given by St. Matthew bat 
St. Luke, of Chriſt's early hiſtory. From St. Jour ot 

ſilence therefore we muſt conclude, that it was not Lo 

2 intention to write a. complete hiſtory of all that HMnoſt 


been ſaid and done by Chriſt, but that he. wrote l 
Goſpel to anſwer a particular purpoſe, which requn 
no more than what he has actually communica 
What this purpoſe was, will be examined in the nd 
and | following andes. | HD 9) 


e sECr. 


Va 2 opinions. reſpefting the. . 3 St. Jols ta 
++ View, when, ſie zorote. his, Goſpel, 


(OLEMENT, o Alexandria, and Eifel ; 
poſed, that St. John wrote his Goſpel as * 


ment to the three firſt: hut: they are not agreed a Fra \ 

| the matter, which. ns ods N to ee "ths? 
8 dc ole 

4 Jobs xix. 26, 27. ang 

* See Lardner's Supplement? Vol. I. 35 6389. where at, by 

words of VE” and Euſebius are quord, adele a e 's, at 


Jerom, 
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prding to Clement, St. John, obſerving that in the 
her'Goſpels thoſe things were related which concern 
e humanity of Chriſt, wrote a ſpiritual Goſpel, in 
er to explain at full length the divinity of Chriſt. 
Wow this made a part of St. John's deſign, but not 


VII. 


xi 
ey i 

with 
ppo⸗ 
to the 
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1d e whole of. it: for his object was not to prove the 
him inity of Chriſt in general, but to prove it in oppo- 
wa on to the tenets of a particular ſect. Euſebius on 
rekue contrary relates, that St. John's intention was to 


lor 
in M 


the ik 


pply what his predeceſſors had omitted concerning the 
part of Chriſt's miniſtry, their accounts ha aving 
en chiefly confined to the laſt year. But this is not 


ew Wbable: for St. John in his account even of the latter 
. Joſh: of Chriſt's miniſtry, eſpecially of the celebration of 
not M Lord's ſupper, has related facts and ſpeeches of the 
hat Wot importance, which are not recorded by the 


vrote 5 
requin 
unica 
the ml 


ee firſt Evangeliſts. In hort, cannot be perſuaded 
t the materials contained in St. John's Goſpel, in 
ition to thoſe contained in the Goſpels of St. Mat- 
w, St. Mark, and Sr. Luke, whether the) reſpect 
former or the latter part of Chriſt's miniſtry, were 
ended by St. John as à mere hiſtorical ſupplement. 

at it was not his deſign to record even all the mira- 
„ which Chriſt had performed, is evident from what 
bimſelf fays, ch. xx. 30. xxi. 25. and therefore, 
wh his Goſpel contains a confiderable quantity of 
important matter, of which no mention is made 
he three firſt Gofpels, yet this matter was introduced 
a different 'view, from that of merely ſupplying the 
ts of his predeceffors. If this had been Is Hole, 

ren his principal object, he would” not have paſſed: 
F in-filence the whole hiſtory of Chriſt's "early life, 
greed * which; as 1 obſerved 1 in the preceding ſection, he 
pp. the beſt opportunity of procuring information :. 
cou would he have neglected to confirm by his own 
mony the account of Chriſt's transfiguration on the 
at, his agony in the garden, and other important 
4 at which St. John was Rn. but St. Matthew 
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-plement to the preceding Goſpels : I mean only 15 f 


"op Lardner®. According to this opinion, St. Jobi = 


© Theſe are written, that ye might believe that Jeſw 
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that St. John intended no part of his Goſpel as a fy, 2 


this was not his ſole or his principal object. 3 
A very different opinion from that of Clement ali 
Euſebius has been advanced by Lampe*, and defend 


principal object was to convince the unbelieving Ja 
and, in caſe they refuſed their aſſent, to prove to ti 
the juſtice of the divine puniſhment which aware 
them, on the ground that they had ample means 
conviction... But it is very improbable that St. Joh 
view was fo confined: and therefore, as the Apolihi 
himſelf has no where given the ſmalleſt intimation tl 
this was his particular object, I can fee no realon ii 
ſuppoſing it. If his Goſpel had been directed agi 
the Jews in particular, he would hardly have omit 
Chriſt's prophecy of the deſtruction of Jeruſalem, a 
his lamentation over the impending fate of that devi 
city*. It is true that St. John ſays, ch. xx. 


the Chriſt the Son of God, and that believing ye mid 
have life through his name.” But the purport exp ld 
in this paſſage was the general purport of all the Eu 
geliſts, not that of St. John alone: nor does it app 
from any thing which St. John had ſaid, that in writ 
this ſentence he had in view the Jews in particul 
Many other extracts are made by Lardner from 
John's Goſpel, which, I grant, are applicable to 
Jews only : bur extracts of the very ſame kind ml 
be made from the three other Goſpels, and cherche 
they prove anything, they will prove too much. the ( 
fides, if many other paſſages were contained in St. Jl t thei 
Goſpel, which were applicable to the Jews, and tol 


Jews only, we could not argue from. them to the m ion, 
u the Prol "= 

In the Pro egomena to his ee 3 t only 

3 Supplement, Vol. I. p · WS C T ed thi 


C Luke xix. 4144. 
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3 bject of the Apoſtle in writing his Goſpel. The paſ- 
ee quoted by Lardner from John xii. 3743. appears 
bccially to favour his opinion. But if in this parti- 


t an ar paſſage St, John's attention was directed againſt 
al A Jews, we muſt not therefore conclude the ſame of 
Ji © whole Goſpel. However, I much doubt whether 
Ja John, even in this inſtance, intended to write againſt 
te e fews. e ! f f 

ange Jews, in the ſenſe in which Lardner means : for it 
Water 


ens to be nothing more than an anſwer to an objec- 
gan founded on the Jewiſh rejection of Chriſt's mira- 


Johs es. The Apoſtle had probably heard the following 
Apo eoment brought againſt the truth of the evangelical 
on (ſtory: If ſo many miracles had been performed, as 
lon "I pretended, and that too in ſo public a manner, it is 
aug conceivable how the Jews could refuſe to helieve, 
or er they had ſeen thoſe miracles with their own eyes. 
n, Mit were true that a perſon really dead was reſtored. to 
dewa in the preſence of many witneſſes, and in a village, 


W. Nich was only a mile and an half from Jeruſalem, it 


Jenes have been known to the whole city; and the 
ye maß ceflary conſequence would have been, that the Jews 
expriW@uld have acknowledged the perſon, who could per- 
he Eu en ſuch miracles, to be the Meſſiah, whom they ex- 
t appageted. But ſince the contrary is true, the wonders 


in ved. by Chriſt's diſciples are entitled to no credit.“ 
"arti objection of this kind St. John probably intended 
from WY anſwer, when he wrote the paſſage in queſtion. He 
le 10 limits that the incredulity of the Jews might afford 


nd mat matter of ſurprize: but he denies that any inference 
herein be deduced from it, prejudicial to the credibility 
uch. "i the Goſpel hiſtory. For the prophets had foretold 
St. Jaht their eyes would be blinded, and their hearts har- 
and iv ed : and therefore as they were incapable of con- 
o the tion, their rejection of Jeſus could afford no proof 


the was not the Meſſiah. St. John however adds 
t many were really convinced in their hearts, and 
t only the fear of expulſion from the ſynagogue de- 


ed them from an open confeſſion. 
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| s E. C. F. III. 
87. 25 wrote his cafe fo ronful the errors rs of Coral 


ich 

| REN,EUS, the. * writer, who bas a aq u 
mention of St. John's deſign in writing his Golgi pd 
has given the following account in his third bon 
againſt Hereſies, ch. xi. * Hanc fidem annum ed 
Joannes Domini diſcipulus, volens per Evangeli ent 
nunmtiationem auferre eum, qui a Cerintho inſeminay 6 
erat hominibus, errorem, et multo prius ab his qui en! 
cuntur, Nicolaitæ, qui ſunt vulſio ejus, quæ falſo i for 
nominatur {cientia, et confunderet eos, et ſuaden of 
quoniam unus Deus, qui.omnia fecit per yerbum ſuu h 
et non, quemadmodum illi dicunt, alterum quida 30 


fabricatorem, alium autem Patrem Domini.” Jem ut 
likewiſe in his treatiſe of illuſtrious men aſſerts, thi 
St. John wrote againſt Cerinthus. Now, ſetting al 
the aſſertion of Jerom, which J will conſider only ud! 
private opinion, I think the account given by Irene ich s 
of ſufficient weight to prove that St. John wrote agieren 
Cerinthus, notwithſtanding the conjectures, wih haz 
may be made to the contrary. | For Irenæus is not ol 
the moſt ancient writer on this ſubject, but was ad 
ciple of Polycarp, Who was perſonally acquainted wil 
St. John. Conſequently Irenæus had the very bd 
means of information on this ſubjec t. 

Lardner' has quoted another paſſage from the wal 
of Irenæus, which appears to be at variance with d 
paſſage quoted in the preceding paragraph. Name 
in the ſixteenth chapter of the third book agil 
hereſies Irenæus ſays, Quemadmodum Joannes I. 
mini diſeipulus confirmat dicens, ©* Hæc autem {cry 
ſunt ut cxedatis quoniam Jeſus eſt filius Dei, * 
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aentes vitam æternam habeatis in nomine ejus:“ 
iens has blaſphemas regulas, quæ dividunt Domi- 
n, quantum ex ipfis attinet, ex altera et altera ſub- 
itia dicentes eum factum.“ Now if Irenæus here 
ent to ſay, that St. John-.only foreſaw the errors, 
ich were propagated by Cerinthus and the Gnoſtics, 
Wrnuſt appear very extraordinary that he thould ſay in 
paſſage quoted in the preceding paragraph, that St. 
Whn wrote lagainſt the errors, which had been propa- 
ed by Cerinthus. But the contradiction is only ap- 
ent: for providens ſignifies here, not foreſeeing ? 


. 


untig 
ell Pl 


mint guarding againſt.“ The latter paſſage therefore, 
qui en properly explained, does not confute, but confirm 
Iſo former. Beſides, St. Paul in his firſt Epiſtle to 


othy ſpeaks of Gnoſtic errors; and therefore they 
aſt have been propagated long before St. John wrote 
Belp. man d 24779) [02100097 25 . 0383s 

But even if Tretizus had not aſſerted that St. John 
dte his Goſpel againſt the Gnoſtics, and particularly 
inft Cerinthus, the contents of the Goſpel itſelf 
uld lead to this: concluſion. The ſpeeches of Chriſt, 
ich St. John Has recorded, are ſelected with a totally 
erent view, from that of the three firſt Evangeliſts, 
o have given ſuch as are of a moral nature, Whereas 
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not one which are given by St. John are chiefly dogma- 
vas à d, and relate to Chriſt's divinity, the doctrine of the 
ted ai y Ghoſt, che ſupernataral afſiſtance to be commu- 
very ated to the Apoſtles, and other ſubjects of « like 


dort. In the very choice of his expreſſions, ſuch as 
ht, Life, &c. he had in view the philoſophy of the 


the wal 
oſtics, - who - uſed, or rather abuſed theſe terms. 


| with tl 


NamdWat the fourteen” firſt verſes of St. John's Goſpel are 
K aganWely hiſtorical, and contain only a ſhort account of 
nnes ist's hiſtory before his appearance on earth, is a 
em ſci h poſition devoid of all probability. On the contrary, 
Dei, et I evident that they are purely doctrinal, and that 

credeuſ were introduced with a polemical view, in order 


onfute errors, which prevailed at that time reſpect- 
„ : ing 
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had an adverſary to combat, who made particular u 
light woul 


Further, the poſitio 


ing the perſon of Jeſus Chriſt. Unleſs St. John he 3 


of the words light * and life, he would not h 
thought it neceſſary, after having deſcribed the Cru 
of all things, to add, that in him was life, and the 
was the light of men, or to aſſert that John the Bani 
was not that light. The very meaning of the wal 
be extremely dubious,” unleſs it we 
determined by its Particular application in the oriat 
Gnoſis. For without the ſuppoſition, that St. Juli 
had to combat with ap adverſary who uſed this word1 
a particular fenſe, it might be applied to any dim 
inſtructor, who by his doctrines enlightened mankil 
contained in the fourteen 
verſes are antitheſes to poſitions maintained by 
Gnoſtics, who uſed the words Avyos,: Con, Obs, par 
WAngwanx, &c, as technical terms of their philolopi 
Lafly, the ſpeeches\ of Chriſt, which St. John! 
ſelected, are ſuch as confirm the poſitions. laid dow 
the firſt chapter of his Goſpel :-.4nd therefore we m 


t no 
dlanat 
ual 1 


aking 


1 * 
conclude that his principal. object throughout the ad 
of his Goſpel, was to confute the errors of t the 
Gnoſtics. „ 93/6 Ht. fort: i» led: 

If we except the writings of St., John, the efore 
Aoyos is no where uſed either in the Old or New Id ch 4 
ment, to denote a perſon. For in Pſalm xxxiii. 6. he d 
other places of the Old Teſtament, where A 15 it be 
in the Septuagint, the figurative ſenſe, in which i uſe 
commentators have taken it, is much leſs ſuitabe ved 
the context, than its literal. ſenſe. | St. John thera ph; 
did not derive this particular uſe of the term % He par 
the Bible. Nor did he derive it from the writingMſta, ': 
the Rabbins: for though they frequently. uſed the F 
preſſion v N D, that is, the Word of Gol, MI 
pecially in their Targums or paraphraſes, they did i The » 
mean to expreſs a ſeparate and diſtinct Being f Wing 

Jehova himſelf, or, as we-ſhould ſay, the fecond Fe Park 

I | b me Be 


plraſe, 


vn f r. 111. Of St. Jolin's Goſpel. ; 281 


me Trinity*. Beſides, if the Chaldee word N 
re equivalent to xe as applied by St. John, we 
kaif ght conclude that Chriſt himſelf, who ſpake Chaldee, 
deu ald alſo have uſed this: expreſſion : but though St. 
hen has particularly ſelected thoſe ſpeeches of Chriſt, 
Bap ich tend to confirm the poſitions. laid down in the 
© v0 chapter, and in thoſe ſpeeches Chriſt frequently 
it s bimſelf * the Light,” the Life,“ the Only- 
ore otten,' &c. he has not applied to himſelf in a ſingle 
t. M ince the title of the Word.” i; een 

word Nor can we ſuppoſe that St. John invented this term, 
„di cather this particular uſe of it, in order to expreſs 
Anka relation of the ſecond to the firſt Perſon of the 
een inity. The term Ayer, when applied to: a divine 
by on, is capable of ſo many different -explanations, 


007 no writer could think of uſing it, without ſome 
lose lanation, unleſs its meaning was already fixed by 
John Mal uſage. But St. John begins his Goſpel with 
domi king of the Logos, and adds no explanation of the 


; We mi 
the wi 
S Ol 


: conſequently he wrote for readers, who were 
ady acquainted with its meaning. Now we know 
t the Gnoſtics in general and Cerinthus in particular 
lied the term Aoyos to denote a divine perſon. Since 
refore . St. John has adopted ſeveral other terms, 
Ich were uſed by the Gnoſtics, we muſt conclude 
t he derived alſo the term A from the ſame ſource. 


the u 
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os 15 Mit be further aſked, whence did the Gnoſtics derive 
vhich h uſe of the expreſſion Word,” I anſwer. that they 
ſuitabeWMſived it moſt probably from the Oriental, or Zoroaſ- 
n therein philoſophy, from which was borrowed a conſide- 
vue He part of the Manichæan doctrines. In the Zend 
writing eta, we meet with a Being called The Word,” 
ſed the 95 Jo 975 N who 
f God, * 8 , ; * 4 | 

ney did The word N09) is frequently uſed in the Cha dee paraphraſes 
Being i Tg) to the Hebrew TOWN, that is, the Name,“ a term by 
cond Pet the Jews, who out of ſuperſtitious reverence for the word 


M avoided the uttering of it as much as poſſible, denoted the 
_ Being. See for inſtance, Iſaiah xxvi. 4. in the Chaldge 
Pirate, ' : 
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the fame: as the Movoyevns. 


who was not only prior in exiſtence, but gave 'birth 
Ormuzd the creator of good, and to Ahriman, oi 
creator of evil!. It is true that the work, which 
have at preſent under the: title of Zend Aveſta 81 
the ancient and genuine. Zend Aveſta; yet it certai 
contains many ancient and genuine Zoroaltrian dt 
trines. It is faid likewiſe that the Indian philoſopt 
have their voc, which; according to their doctrine, 


Perbaps the opinion that St. John derived tber 
HAoyo; from the Gnoſtics will be thought by mam 


affect in ſome degree his character as a divine Apdl al 
But fucb»pefſons ſhould recollect, that there is noi tic 
more in a mere name, than in à ſign of algebra. ed 
the notion aſcribed to the name, and not the Ch. 
itſelf, to which we muſt attend. Otherwiſe, we me 
make the fame objection to St. John's uſe of the uni 
Sree, Which was likewiſe uſed by the heathen pliii hir 
phers, and fignified perhaps originally nothing ch. 
than à planet; from Sr curro. If the Gnoſtics gan o 
name of Aye to the Being, who came next in ble. 
to the Supreme Being, St. John might without pat t 
aſt impropriety retain this name in a work which n 
written againſt the- Gnoſtics, and apply it to the duri 
perſon of the Tri rinity. The laws of controverſy ea 
_ that we ſhould retain, as much as poſſible, the d fr 
which are uſed by our adverſaries: for if each party in 2 
his ow peculiar terminology, no. poſition can he w. 
clear and diſtinct counterpoſition. Conſequently ed, a 
diſpute will be vague, and inenpabie of being bos te th 
do an iſſu ee: two d 
St. John himſelf has really declared, though na parat 
expreſs terms, that he wrote with a view of <onble dec 
errors maintained by the Gnoſtics. He ſays, ci. und 
31. Theſe are written, that ye N believe! u 
= 7 CT OC Soak Hts 0:4 obje 
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Tom. XXXVII. p. 618, 
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th ;is the Chriſt, the Son of God.” To moſt readers 
» ill appear to be nething more than a declaration 
be wrote with the ſame. general view, as the other 
i fWooclifts, to ſhew that Jeſus - was the: promiſed 
jah, and to convince the world of the truth of 


ertall : f 

n e ſtianity. But whoever compares this paſſage with 
Yopb firt Epiſtle, ch. v. 1-6. will find it to be a decla- 
In, that he wrote in order: to convince the Gnoſtics 


1106, 


rticular, |. In his firſt!Epiſtle, ch. v. 5, 6. he afferts 
Jeſus was the Son of God, and that he was the 
t, not by water only, but by water and blood. 


the w 
many! 


 Apall : aſſertion, which, without a knowledge of the 
notice opinions, muſt appear unintelligible, was 
ra. ed againſt the notion of Cerinthus, - that Jeſus 
the M Chriſt were two diſtinct Beings, that qeſus was à 


man, and Chriſt a ſuperior Spirit or Eon, which 


we n 
- the united with Jeſus at his baptiſm, but, ſeparated 
n pl him before his death on the croſs. Now if we 
bing u ch. v. 5, 6. of St. John's firtt Epiſtle with this 
A 6 of Cerinthus in view, it becomes perfectly in- 
t in ble: for we then perceive that St. John meant to 
thou Wat this notion, and to declare that Jeſus was the 
Which not only at his baptiſm, or by water, but like- 
the during his ſufferings and at his death, that is, by 
erſy re After this explanation, the paſſage above- 
, the d from St. John's Goſpel, ch. xx. 31. preſents 
ch parti in a totally different light: and the declaration, 
can hahe wrote to ſhew that Jeſus was the Chriſt the Son 
quent) od, appears to be a declaration, that he wrote to 


te the notion of Cerinthus, that Jeſus and Chriſt 
wo diſtinct Beings, united at the baptiſm of Jeſus, 
parated before his death. I admit however that, 
of cone declaration of St. John is general, this paſſage 
undecided by other arguments, would be of no 

weight. | | 
objection to the opinion that St. John wrote 
8 Cerinthus J found written in my father's copy 
et Belles L firſt edition of this Introduction, and as it is a 
| T material 
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objection was this: Cerinthus denied that Chriſt | 
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material one, I cannot paſs it over in ſilence. 


born of a virgin, becauſe the fact, he ſaid, was in 
fible: and contended, that he was bepotten | in 
natural way by Joſeph. This is related by Trenzu, 
therefore St. John's object had been to confute (x 
thus, he would have thought it indiſpenſabl) necel 
ro aſſert the miraculous conception. But this {yl 
as well as the birth of Jeſus, he has paſted over int 
filence,” To this objection I can make no other ar 
than the following: that the Goſpels of St. Mat 
and St. Luke, which were written before that d 
John, already contained an account of the miracil 
conception; and therefore St. John might thul 
unneceflary, even in a work directed againſt Cera 
to ſay any thing further on the ſubject. 

From what has been ſaid in this ſection we mayu 
that if any genuine works of the ancient Gnoſtics 
be now diſcovered ®, they would furniſh an excd 
commentary on St. John's ih PTY on 
tourteen firſt verſes. 


See the Orient. Bibl. Vol. IV. P. a1, 
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Yin wrote alſo to confute the errors of rhe Sabians, or 


je ſect which acknowledged John the Baptiſt for its 


nt 
5 Im F 
in 
Kb. 
te Cn 
necel 
s {ub 
r ink 
ver all 
| Mait 


HE preceding ſection is the reſult of the inquiries, 
which had been inſtituted before the year 1777, 
the third edition of this Introduction was pub- 
Wd: but ſince that time a totally new light has been 


bat den on St. John's Goſpel. That the Apoftle had 
irdiombat with certain perſons who aſcribed to John 
t think Baptiſt a greater authority, than to Jeſus, appears 


his declaration, ch. i. 8: that John the Baptiſt 
not the Light itſelf, and that he only bore witneſs 
be: Light. For, unleſs this had been afferted of 
the Baptiſt, it would have been unneceſſary to 
the contrary. However as we know little or 
ing of the ſet, which acknowledged John the 
iſt for their chief, the thought did not occur that 
ohn the Evangeliſt had any ſuch ſect in view, when 
rote his Goſpel. But in the year 1780 we became 
ainted not only with the religion, but with the 
ous writings of this ſect, for which we are indebted 
ofeſſor Norberg, The members of this ſect are 
| Jan wap, that is, Diſciples of John, and. 
times wp, Diſciples, alone: they have likewiſe: 
ame of a.29,, or Sabians, which fignifies Bap- 
The. firſt account, which rofeſiar Norberg 
nunicated, was given in a Swediſh Journal, of 
[ publiſhed a tranſlation in the Orientaliſche 
thek, Vol. xv. Ne 245, and 248, and made an 
ation of it, though at that time with great cau- 
to St. John's Goſpel. But a more complete ac- 
was ſoon afterwards - communicated by profeſſor 
Tg in a Latin Diſſertation, entitled, De religione 
„ ae: Sb 
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et lingua Sabæorum, which, with a ſpecimen « 1 
religious writings of this ſect, was printed in the ( 
mentationes ſocietatis regiæ ſcientiarum Goettiai 
ad annum 1780, and of which I gave a review in WF 
Orient. Bib. Vol. XVII. Ne 261. As ſoon 28 
diſſertation was publiſhed, the obſcurity, in which 
John's Goſpel had been involved, was at once diſſipe 
and I made therefore no ſcruple to aſſert in the On 
Bibl. Vol., XVIII. p. 58. that St. John's Goſpel! 
directed againſt, the ſect, which tock its name i 
John the Baptiſt; for the members of this ſect note 
made uſe of the word f Light,” &c. but contendedi 
John the Baptiſt was the Light, a doctrine coinh 
by our Evangeliſt'. Nor am I ſingular at preſen 
this opinion: for it has been adopted by Dr. Wald 
his treatiſe on the Sabians printed in the Comment. 
reg. ſcient. Goettingenſis ad an. 1781, and defend 
by Dr. Storr, in his treatiſe on the Evangelical Hik 
and Epiſtles of St. John, publiſhed in 1786. 
Act the time, when St. John the Evangeliſt wrote 

Goſpel at Epheſus, it is not improbable tſiat the Sb 
or diſciples of Jobn the Baptift; had ſpread then 
in that city and its neighbourhood“. For we k 
from the Acts oſ the Apoſtles, ch. xviii- 24, 25. 
when Apollos came to Epheſus, he knew only theb 
tiſm of John, till he was inſtructed in Chriſtiany Pre 
Aquila and Priſeilla: and ch. xix. N. we- find 
account of twelve perſons likewiſe at Epheſus, | 
had been baptized in the name of John the Baptiſt, ¶ered 
were after watds converted to Chriſtianity, and bapii 
by Sti Faul in the name of: Jeſus Chriſt. n 
* In the- Epiſtles of St. John; the doctrines of this ſect ar Ma 
bated ſtiſl more evidently... „ g l Calut / 


Though it is pot prohable that the Sabine of the fired n t 
agreed. in all reſpeRts with the Sahians, of the preſent age, ſine f prehe 


a> & ©. 
# « 


religious ſociety muſt alter in ſome meaſure its opinions in a couch -: 
ſeventeen hundred years, yet they probably agreed in the pri. + 
* 2 X 1g 
and diſtinguiſhing doctrines, . 4 
SE CLTEC Git þ L 9444 #5 I 
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BS it be aſked, whether the Sabians, or the ſect 
e acknowledged John for their founder, agreed in 
ee opinions with the Gnoſtics, I anſwer that they 
„in inhy did in many, though I cannot affirm that they 
in all. The Sabians of the preſent age have ſtill 
iche terms in uſe, ſuch as Light, Fire, &c. which 
b apply in the ſame manner as the Gnoſtics did: 
it is not to be expected after a lapſe of ſeventeen 
pd! red years that the modern Sabians ſhould retain 
the terms, which were uſed in the firſt century, 


ume | : : 

- no oF many of them were myſterious, particularly the 
ndedt Word. 2 2 [HERE + 
comb 

prelent —— —  — — — 

Walt | | 

ment. | | 5 

| defend "EET SY. | | 
cal Fü fer, maintained by the Gnoſics and the Sabians, and 
, OY he manner in which they are confuted by St. John, 

the Sal 


theme E Gnoſtics, in order to account for the origin 
N of evil in the world, which they ſuppoſed could 
452 proceed, from an all-wiſe and benevolent Being, 
\ly-theb led the notion that the world was created, not by 
- Gian bdreme Deity, but by a Being of inferior rank, 
1 they called Demiurgus. In reſpect to the cha- 
hefug | of this Being they were not unanimous, for ſome 
Bapti, ered him as an evil ſpirit, which. was at perpetual 
dba. y. with the Supreme Being, while others aſcribe 
n, not a want of benevolence, but only a want of 
- ledge, which prevented him from ſeeing the evil 
uences of the arrangement, which he adopted in 
wa mation. of the world. But Se in 
PNeenting the Demiurgus, as the God of the Jews. 

wwe fte en this Demiurgus and the ſupreme, inviſible, 
age, lige prehenfible Being, they placed an order of ons, 

as in a couch they afligned. the names of Only-begorten, 

in the PU, Light, Life, &c.: but they were-not unanimous 
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in regard to the rank, which was to be aſſigned to ag 
Theſe ons dwelt with God in the higheſt and th 
pureſt heaven, which the Gnoſtics called TDnguue, 
term which I will not attempt to tranſlate, as I kn 
not what notion the Gnoſtics afixed to. it. One 
theſe Eons was Chriſt, who united himſelf with [4 
at his baptiſm, but departed from him before his det 
The moral ' tenets of the Gnoſtics were different x 
cording to the different ſects: ſome were of a glb 
and melancholy caſt, while others are repreſented, h 
probably without reaſon, as favouring licentiouſn 
Moſt of the Gnoſtics were inimical to the law of Mak 
becauſe they believed that it was given not by | 
Supreme Being, but by the-Demiurgus, and that Ci 
was ſent into the world to redeem us from the Gol 
the Jews. But Cerinthus is ſaid to have been fav 
able to ſome parts of the Moſaic law, though we dou 
exactly know what they were l. / 

The plan, which St. John adopted to confutet 
tenets of the Gnoſtics and the Sabians, was; firſt tod 
liver a ſet of aphoriſms, as counterpoſitions to thi 
tenets, and then to relate ſuch ſpeeches and mind 
of Chriſt, as confirmed the truth of what he had i 
vanced. We muſt not ſuppoſe that the confutati 
of the Gnoſtic and Sabian errors is confined to the fl 
teen firſt verſes of St. John's Goſpel: for in the 
place it is evident that many of Chriſt's ſpeeches, wht 
occur in the following part of the Goſpel, were ſeled 
by the Evangeliſt with the view of proving the poſit 
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q4 Whoever wiſhes to have a thorongh knowledge of the tenet 
the Gnoftics muſt conſult Moſheim's Eccleſiaſtical; Hiſtory, Beauſolt 
Hiſtoire de Manichee et du Manichéiſme, and eſpecially Wag eatic 
Hiſtory of Heretics, in which laſt work the Gnoftic tenets are! 

only Gy deſcribed, but ſupported by the neceſſary authorities 
poſition maintained by theſe three writers, that the Gnoſtic pi 
ſophy did not derive its origin from Chù iſtianity, but that it exif 
the Eaſt long before the birth of Chriſt, I have endeavoured toc 
firin in the ſecond volume of the Syntagma commentationum 
ſhewing that there are alluſions to it in the Septuagint. 
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fon, became Fleſh: 


but the ſame 


Gnoſtics 


from all eternity. 


e 0 monogenem 
kren. adv. Hæreſ. Lib. lil. cap. 11. 


Of St. Joln's Goſpel. 


down in theſe fourteen verſes: and fecondly, the 
tions themſelves are not proofs, but merely decla- 
ons made by the Evangeliſt. 
iſtians, who acknowledge the divine authority 
ohn, his bare word is ſufficient : but as the Apoſtle 
to combat with adverſaries, who made no ſuch 
owledgement, the only method of convincing them 
to ſupport his afſertion by .the mann Chriſt | 


he term Aoyos, * as I have already: obſerved, was 
n by St. John from the ſyſtem of the Gnoftics. 
as uſed it to denote the divine nature, which was 
d to the man Jeſus, and, according to his own 
Some of the Gnoſtics placed 
Word' above all the other ons, and next to the 
me Being: but Cerinthus placed the Only- be- 
n' firſt, and then the“ 
Jown the following poſitions. 
The Word, and the Only-begotten, are Bot dif: 
| Chi I. 14. We beheld 
| Jlory, as of the only-begotten of the Father.“ 
is a ſtrong poſition againſt the Gnoſtics, who 
aſcribed alt the divine bg 


ſon. 


1 of this poſition: are; the teſtimony of 
the Baptiſt; ch. i. 18. 34. 
on of Chriſt with Nicodemus, ch. iii. 16-18. in 
Chriſt calls himſelf the only-begotten ſon, the 
delivered by Chriſt to the Jews, ch, v. 17-47. 
her paſſages, 1 in which he calls God his Father. 
he Word, was never made, but exiſted from the 
eginning, ch. i. 1. 

granted that ih: Word. exiſted before 
cation, but they did not admit that the Word 
The Supreme Being, ac- 


1 


It is true, that for us 


Word.“ MO St. . 


1 to the Only- 


11.'35, 36. the con- 
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the Only-begotten Son likewiſe, as alſo the matter jlſ 
the Word. This notion is contradicted by St. ll 


What Chriſt ſays, ch. viii. 58. though I conteſs 


cx42, will 
cording to. their tenets, and according to Cering 


which the world was formed, were prior in exiſtence 


who aflerts that the Word exiſted from all eternity. 
As à proof of this poſition may be alleged pak 


unlefs a. particular emphaſis be laid on the exp 
© lam, and it be taken in the ſenſe of the H 
K\7 N, though it proves the pre- exiſtence of G 
it does not prove his eternal exiſtence. Ch. xi, 
appears to be of more weight. If Chriſt uſed, they 


Ty NY where St, John has mw am, ch. vii. 
this paſſage might likewiſe be produced, but h N 
grammar and context are unfavourable. is 

3. The Word was in tlie begiaving vath God, Mn 
Lo Bk ic $ CV 

The Gnoſtics muſt hs maintained. a Contian 4 
trine, er St. John in confuting their tenets wou kr 
have thought it negeſſary to advance this poſition, | 


God is omnipreſent, and therefore all things ate pit 
with him. The Gnoſtics aſſigned hat they cala 
Pleroma' for the reſidence of; the Supreme Bun 
the Kons. Perhaps Cerinthus, or ſome other en 
had excluded the Word from the Pleroma, of rat 
bad aſſerted that the View was nat there. en dero 
N io tte! nies 2102 ee 

OHIO 204 4 A id Fay TH 
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. al g to Anquetil, the define 0 the Perſian «4 
iloſophy was, that the Word e ed before Om 
2 tian: ahd chat Time by means of the Word oroducel 0 
and 1 — Aae dend that Time, or rather i 
den oaſtrian philoſophy; the Supreme Being. 
fact I am not folly connines pced: — — right in th 
.or not, it is thing th the phraſt e ea a#gxn _ 0 X og, x 
Aexn Hſed By St. John has a referenee to the unlimited 
the Eaſtern philoſophy. For when he ſays, the Word w 
beginning, he means, the Word was from eternity. 
hott aces by-this e's ped s Liffeult 40 a6 pou 


7 N «34 
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| betprpeftzof this poſition. are, ch; i. 18. ut. L 3s 
32, Vi. 33. 36-38. 41. 42. 62. vii. 28, 29. xviti, 


„The Word was God, ch. i. 1. 3 
he expreſſion God muſt here be taken in its 
eſt ſenſe, or this poſition will contain nothing con- 
% the doctrine of the Gnoſtics. For they ad- 
ted, that the Word was an Eon, and therefore a 
y in the lower ſenſe of the word. 5 
he, proofs of this poſition are contained in the 
„tenth, (ver. 30)., and fourteenth (ver. 7—11.) 
ters, | | 


„The Word was the Creator of all things, ch. 1. 


his is one of St. John's principal poſitions againſt 
Cnoſtics, Who aſſerted, that the world, as it con- 
evil mixed with good, was made by a malevolent, 


ntrar\ ns. according to Cexinthus, by an inferior. Being, 
would kuew not the Supreme Being“. The aſſertion, 


the Word was the Creator of the world, is equi- 
t to the aſſertion, that he was God in the higheſt 
le ſenſe. In Whatever form or manner we maß 


Bang r of God, the potion, of Creator is inſeparable 
her C the notion of Supreme Being. We argue from 
„ ration to the creator; and this very argument is 
rom te doof of the exiſtence. of GW. 165 
Nee only paſſage which can be produced as a proof 

e poſition: here laid down by St. John is ch. v. 17; 

Nea converſation is related between Chriſt and the 
rin r . who accuſed him of having violated the ſabbath, 
** e he bad performed miracles. on that day. To 
r rather E charge Chriſt might have anſwered that the per- 
Being Mance of a miracle was no more a violation of the 
ght » n than the performance of religious ceremonies : 
nlite e r 2 „GM e but 


. 
. 


Word w ; „„ * 1 5 N Te : ; . ; 
N in valde ſeparata et diſtans ab ea principalitate, que: eſt 
lt 10 6 1 eum qui eſt ſuper omnia Deum. — 
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namely on the firſt ſabbath, when God reſted ain 


the courſe, which he had originally directed. Hey 
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bath is only a type. After he had finiſhed then 
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but he anſwered in a different manner, and ſald, 


Father worketh hitherto, and 1 work.” Tbe u 
© hitherto ? refers to the time when God ceaſed to mal 


had ' finiſhed the work of the creation. Thü 
which Moſes aſcribes to the Creator; admits «1 
other explanation, than that he ceaſed to operate 
mediately on the world, and that he left nature wh 


every miracle, which is a deviation from the coir 
nature, may be confidered as a departure from 
rule, which God preſcribed to himſelf, and as 20 
of violation of the firſt ſabbath, becauſe a mirade H 
plies God's * interference. The meaning therefi 
Chriſt's anſwer is the following: © God himſelf fu 
times breaketh the great Sabbath, of which your 


of the creation, he reſted indeed on the ſeventh d me 
yet he ſtill Worketh, and I Work with him.“ Wha 
ſpeaks in this manner, and deſcribes himſelf as break 
with God, the great ſabbath, which'commenced when 
Ereation was completed, repreſents himſelf as 'the Ci 
of heaven and earth, who reſted on the ſeventh by. 
6. In the Word was Life, ch. i. 4. „ 
The Gnoſtics who conſidered the different Fi we 
or operations of the Deity not only as ſo many ſepi 
energies, but as ſo many ſeparate perſons, ' confi 4 
Life as a diſtinct on from the Word. Wil Pr 
this Eon the world, they faid, would be in a ſat 
torpor: and hence they called it not only Life, bu 
Mother of how's 3 _ From this Fon iy | 
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: ee eee hp 
tics from the following paſſage in the Septuagint, Gen. iii. 30. WP» whie 
exanorr Ada To ooh Ing Yuvaixeg cue, Zon, ors wary wan ety mol 
dre. Here Zan is nothing more than a tranſlation of the Hof, Lit 
name for Eve: but the Gnoſtics in reading this paſſage thou freſente 
their Zon Z and hence perhaps gave it likewiſe the a deriv 
array ran . The oriental name of this Ton was! e Sabia 
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eu n life, In the religious books of the N we 
0 wa with : dee, that is, the Diſciple of Light, 
aſe is repreſented as a perſon of the greateſt eminence. 
my poſition, to theſe doctrines St. John aſſerts that 
8 061 


x orc, and not a Being diſtinet from the Word, 
oe giver of life. 


h chapter, as alſo ch. xiv. 6. 9. 19. But no part 
. John's Goſpel is a more complete proof of this 


eſurrection of Lazarus, which the other Evange- 


24. which is a very deciſive paſſage. 
The Word was the Light of men, which lighteth 
man, that cometh into the world, ch. i. 4. 9. 
the Gnoſtic ſyſtem Light, as well as Life, was a 
ite Being, which gave intelligence to the mind, as 
gave vigour and motion to the body*. This 18 
d by St. John, who aſſerts that the Word was 
ight, that is, the giver of light. By. the expreſ- 
light which lighteth every man that cometh into 
ond, he means the light of nature, or reaſon : 
nf relation is not univerſal, and of courſe does not 
man that cometh into the world. 
ee proofs of this poſition are the paſſages in the 
and ninth chapters, where Chriſt calls himſelf 
ight. It is true that theſe paſſages alone, and 
ife, vil ut reference to the ; Gnoſtic p 
tely prove, that Chriſt was the liter, of 1 81 
ut, 


d, which Petavius derives from 55 Jon of the Lord). 

þ etymalogy conveys neither the notion of Life itſelf, nor of the 
of the Hof Life: and moreover makes this Eon maſculine, whereas 
refented as feminine. Perhaps the name: was originally Bar- 


thou 
e title dd (derived from lor 4.2 (Daughter of God). 


} 


T'3 


t be expected the reſurrection of the dead, and 


e proofs of this poſition are in ch. iii. 15—21. 
* of the, ſixth, and the 3 7. of the 


on, than his full and circumſtantial account of 


pe. omitted. Particular attention muſt be paid to 


yſtem, do not im- 


Sabian dodtrine of Light will be examined 3 in the two next | 


| 

4 

| 
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But, fince the Gnoſtics believed, that they recoil 
their rational faculties from a particular Aon, wil 
they called, Light, the proof that the Word: wi ii 
Light, was ſufficient to ſhew, that what they aſc 
to this imaginary: on, ſhould be aſcribed o 
Word. | | | 5 IR  Þ3 , 
8. John the Baptiſt was not that Light, ch. i.. 
The Sabians, or Diſciples of John the Baptiſt, iſ 


= | 
the Baptiſm of John, at this very day, the Bapin ell 
Light, and aſſert that John was inveſted with h 


and raiſed to the higheſt pitch of glory. It is di 
however fully to comprehend their meaning. h 
firſt place they deſcribe God as Light, and maki 
of expreſſions, which, if taken figuratively, are n 
and are very fimilar to the expreſſions uſed b 
Evangeliſt in his firſt Epiſtle. But they likewiſe | 
of a Being called Light, as diſtinct from the-Supr 
Being, which united itſelf with John the Bapriſt, al 
time when he baptized a celeſtial Being, which appe 
to him in the form of a little child. I will not att 
to develope the obſcure and confuſed ſyſtem dl 
Sabians ; but ſince ſeveral parts of it may be appli 
an explanation of the fourteen firſt verſes of St. [al 


- 


Goſpel, I will here juote from their religious bon t 
much as is neceſſary tor our preſent putpoſe. In 
In the name of the great Life, the firſt and i Joh 
of the world, the glorious Light, mote glorious livit 
all works. I, Apoſtle of the Light?, (zen 
am come, and have glorified thee, thou King of Ly 10 
and; enlighten the hearts of darkneſs with my wo. or 
Lam the Apoſtle of the Light, whom the Lord f 
into the world, the true Apoſtle, in whom there . 05; 


„ 
of che Light is meant John the Rapiſt, _ 


p a fx + it SY; s 16 OW SG as 1 7 0 
= In oppoſition to this, Chriſt ſays, E c. 19af ac m f 
t eee e e ee 


the expreſſion 'A 


2 
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eit. Whoever receiveth the name of Light , will 


Bi filled with Light.—Praiſed be thou, O Lord, with 
ere hearts, thou Lord of all the world, thou exalted 


gof Light, God of truth, pure Splendor, Forgiver, 
| merciful God. —His Light ſhineth over all the 


bitants of the world, who ſtand before him, and 
chip, and acknowledge him; who ſhine through 


oY 1 brightneſs, and through the great Light, which 


[leth over them, and ſtand in the clouds of the 


ith ld ; pht, and praiſe the Sovereign Lord*.—He is the 


wiſe | 
1e-Supit 
ſt, 4 
ch appel 


not alles 


Ited King of Light, from whom five great rays 
eed; the firſt is the Light ©, the ſecond is the 


Wet Breath, the third is the ſweet Voice, the fourth 


he Word of the mouth*, the fifth is Beauty. Thele 
ned their mouths, praiſed him and faid, Thy Glory 
from the Word, from the Word of Athor; he has 
apart the Apoſtles, who ſtand before thee; and praiſe 


. and fay, He is a Key of Light in his kingdom, 


one is higher than he, no one is equal to him, there 
ho one, who can bear to behold his crown, which 
eth not from the head of the King, who is from the 

pinning, and whoſe kingdom laſteth to eternity.“ 
hat which now follows, relates more particularly to 
n the Baptiſt. 8 i 
In the name of the great Light! Theſe are the laws 
John the Baptiſt. hen he baptized in the Jordan 
living water with the baptiſm of Life, and pro- 
| . . nounced 


That is whoſoever receives the Light, and is baptized in the 
de of the Light. | | 


A great part of what has been quoted thus far, if we deduct 
e obſcurities, contains nothing more, than what the Apoſtle St. 
n himſelf might have delivered, and really has delivered in his 


les. | | 
Here we find a Light, which is not God himfelf, but proceeds 


him, and is a kind of Gnoſtic on, or emana ion. 

[The expreſſion uſed in the Syriac original- is, cr lz! 

bears any analogy to the Aoyor, F leave 

reader to determine. | — 3 INE" <0 
| 10 
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nounced the name of Life, the Diſciple ; of 
(lar las) came to him, and ſaid, Ariſe, John, k 
tize me with thy baptiſm, and pronounce over ne 
name, which thou art accuſtomed to pronounce. | 
ſaid to the Diſciple of Life, J am ſleepy, com 
morrow, and I will baptize thee. When the Dig 
of Life ſtood at the place of all light and glon; 
faid, I beſeech thee, thou ſecond, and thou. thir 
may ſleep come on the. eyes of John twelve han 
day, and twelve hours by night, full four and tw 
hours. He ſlept then day and night: but the Di 
of Life laid his right hand on the eye of Jobo 
removed the ſleep, and ſaid, Peace be with thee, [d 
Jobn ſaid to the Diſciple of Life, Come in peat, 
child! The Diſciple of Life ſaid, Stretch out tha 
take me, and baptize me with thy baptiſm of lit 
pronounce over me the name, which thou art u 
tomed to pronounce. . John anſwered to the Dj 
of Life, That cannot be! But the ſcholars* « | 
| earneſtly requeſted him: he baptized therefor 
' Diſciple of Life. As ſoon as the Jordan pert 
the Diſciple of Life, the river overflowed, and c 
John himſelf, ſo that he could not Rand. Thel 
of the Diſciple of Life | ſhone over the Jordi 
Jordan returned within its banks, and John ſto 
dry ground John ſaid to the Diſciple of Life 
art he, in whoſe name I have baptized with the by 
of life: lay thy hand on me. The Diſciple of Lit 
ſwered, If Llay my hand on thee, thou canſt not ti 
in * body. "Job ſaid, 1 have ſeen thee; I vil 

h | 1 


x 0 15 this a Gnoſtic . . being. 


7 purpoſely uſe here the word ſcholar inftead of © „ 
in order to preſerve the diſtinction, which is made in the M an 

documents of the Sabians. Where 1 have uſed the word dein 
_ the Syriac word [exo 1 is uſed in the original: but in thief 


place [end | 18 uſed, and therefore I thought it neceſlary of 


another term in tranſlating this — 1 is almoſt (ib etachil 
one's head giddy, | 
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in here: exclude me not from the place, whence 
cameſt, and whither thou goeſt. Then threw the 
el of Light the covering of the body (|zwo! DO) 
ohn into the Jordan“, wrapt him in a covering of 
„ and put on him the beautiful turban of light. 
u this, the Diſciple of Life went away from John. 
n Fetachil ſaw the Diſciple of Life, he afoſe from 
brone, and praiſed him. But John ſaid to Fetachil, 
return (eg. 4) of Life is to thee and to thy 


bud, 
how 


1d tr Ucro (Wealth), and it has given thee commands 
ce D ſent thee hither. The Diſciple came then to 
Joh, outer court of Abatur the ſublime: a thouſand 
ec, a thouſand lift up their eyes to him, and ten 
pea and times ten thouſand ſtand before him. When 
; thy er ſaw the Diſciple of Life, he aroſe from his 
f lit, ge“. Four men of peace, the living Eye, the 


art ui Name, the living Glory, and the living Light, 
John by the hand, led him to the place of Truth, 
ad; Let us ſee a man, who comes from the 


erefon a juſt and upright one. Abatur, the ancient 
; pended ſome of them with glory, others with light. 
nd ohn ſtood at the place of all glory and of all light, 
T he aid, I beſeech thee, thou firſt Life, thou ſecond 


Jorda, and thou third Life, that to the place of Light, 
n {i I ſtand, may come all honeſt and upright men, 
Life, Mie written in the book of life, and are baptized 
the pure baptiſm, over whom the name of the great 
of Less been pronounced.” A 

t not il 4D 9. John 
: I ll | | 


re then John is repreſented as deprived of his natural body, 
ſeſted with a glorious one, in ſhort as becoming more than 2 
being. 8 | 


d of «WP e wAnguparic avry ware mnabopur, John 1. 16. in- 


, s an antithefis to this or ſome other ſimilar dream of an 
word u deing called Wealth? oy 


t in the old him. | | 8 


eceſſar) yen Abatur, therefore, who was much ſuperior to the Demi- 
Ln ©tactul, is repreſented as doing homage to the Diſciple: of 


5 
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f. v. 
5295 John the Baptiſt was a mere man. Ver. 6. 


wort 
It appears from what has been ſaid in the precuu te! 
article, that the Sabians conſidered John the Bay ponds 
as a being of a higher order, who laid aſide the conf, i 
ing of humanity in the river Jordan, and was ine; | 
with a clothing of light. CL ct © or 
10. John the Baptiſt was not the Light, but ich: « 
ſent to bear witneſs of the Light. Ver: 8. tion, - 
The Sabians, or diſciples of John the Baptiſt, ai, call 
preſent of different opinions with reſpe& to the MI. 7 
rafter of Jeſus; for ſome paſſages in their rig his 
writings condemn him as an impoſtor, and as a eental 
fon who was guilty of ingratitude toward John net, 
Baptiſt. But this opinion was not maintained byt Light 
Sabians of the firſt century, at leaſt not by thoſe aa 0! ics 
whom St. John the Evangeliſt wrote his Goſpel: I the w. 
was it maintained by the members of this ſed, iz. J 
whom we find an account in the Acts of the Apo ew hin 
According to Profeſſor Norberg, when the Sabian This 
the preſent age are aſked their opinion concernWording 
Jeſus Chriſt, they anſwer as follows. We neiſpreme 
believe in Chriſt, nor diſbelieve in him: and thi tachil, 
who believe in him, we neither condemn, nor app ciple 
But this we believe, that whoever believeth n z. T 
Light of the Lord, and the baptiſm of John, bs!  Prece 
will after death be partaker of the Light: but i ey, b 
believeth not, his ul will be partaker of punfded | 
ment!.“ They likewife ſay: Our doctrines are the w. 
ancient than the Chriſtian: theſe were not knowM'he L. 
John, and John is our mafſer“.“ 3 ted to 
The proof of the poſition laid down in this ain : ; 
the Evangelift has given ch. i. 15, 16. 195. Or 
25—36. . In the laſt mentioned palit of t 
ver. 35. the Evangeliſt mentions an expreſſion uſd les of 
Chriſt concerning John the Baptiſt, *Exewes w « icing n 
- Ratopueves xa Paw, Here it muſt be obſerved elf with 
T See the Orient. Bibl. Val. XV. p. 148. . Ver, 


_ Ibid. P+ 149. 
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word Myer vis by no means equivalent to: Pb: 
the latter ſignifies Light itſelf, but the former cor- 
ponds to the Hebrew word 13, and denotesconly a 
It, in the ſenfe in which weuſe the term wax 
br, When therefore John the. Baptiſt is called 
if or à luminary, it is evident chat this luminary, 
ich ſhone: only for a time, and only to a fingle 
ion, is repreſented as infinitely inferior to Chriſt, 
o calls himſelf: The Light of the World.“ 

11, The Light was in the world. Ver. 10. 


eg Tus is a counterpoſition againſt the Gnoſtic or 
4% eental docttine, which made matter the region of 
ohn ness, and the cauſe of evil; and placed the region 
d by WE Light without the limits of the viſible world. The 


oſtics therefore maintained, that the Light was not 
the world, FE 

12. The world: was made by ions and the world 
him not. Ver. 10. 

This is directed againſt that tenet of the Gnoſtics, | 
ording to which the world was made, not by the 
preme, but by an inferior Being, which they called 


\abian 
Jncer 
e heit 


nd c tachil, who, they ſay, riſes from his ſeat, when the 
appro ciple of Light approaches. 

h in iz. The fifth verſe contains a poſition ſimilar to 
„ bs! preceding; but I do not fully comprehend its ten- 


but if 
f pur 
are 
known 


cy, becauſe I neither know what tenet it was in- 
ded to confute, nor underſtand exactly the force 
the word xm’. Did St. John mean to ſay, 
he Light ſhone in the dark world, and communi- 
ed to the human race inextinguiſhable ſparks of 


his Won : and the darkneſs could not prevent or impede 


5. Or did he mean to combat a tenet ſimilar to 
ed by it of the Manichzans, according to which the par- 
on - les of Light were abſorbed by dark and ſin-pro- 
W 0 0% 


| ing matter, and to lay, The Light did not unite 
erved Welt with darkneſs ?? 


rg came to his own, and * own received him 
er. 11. 


Here 
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Here the Jews, are called the choſen people of the 
Li ight; in oppoſit ion to the Gnoſtics, who aſſerted thy 
* God of the Jews was an inferior and maleyoley 
Being. As praofs of this poſition, we cannot produc 
any pPaſſages, in Which the Jews are ſaid in exyreh 
terms to have been the choſen people of the Light: 
but there are many paſſages which! prove that the Gul 
of the Jews, who ſent Moſes, was the true God, and 
father of Jeſus n See ch. iv. 22. v. 39. 46. 4 

_ "NT; 
This eminent perſon, | n called Word, 
a Light, Life, did not merely accompany: the man Jeſu 
during a certain period, but OP; as truly became 

nat. Ver. 14. 

Here St. John cotbath chat tenet of the Gnoſi 
according to which the Eon Chriſt affociated ii 
with the man Jeſus at his baptiſm, but left him betor 
his death. The Gnoſtics denied, that/ the eternal Son 
of God took man's nature, and became fleſh, becauk 
they confidered Matter as the eng of Evil, and in- 
compatible with Good. © 

All the paſſages of St. John 8 Galpe), in {which the 
man Jeſus, ſpeaking in the firſt perſon, aſſerts of hin 
ſelf what cannot be attributed to any human Being «-. 
for inſtance, that he was in Heaven, that he exif 
before Abraham, ch. vin. 58. are us of the poſition 
laid down in this article. - 
16. Chriſt was full of Grace old Truth, ch. i. 14. 

In the Gnoſtic ſyſtem, Grace and Truth were tut 

Mons: but St. John aſſerts that they were only tl 
valities belonging to Chriſt. Further, as Chriſt is het 

id: to be full of grace, and in ver. 17. the law © 

Moſes is oppoſed to the grace of Chriſt, it follot 

that the former is ſuperſeded by the latter. Hence thi 

fition is like wiſe a counterpoſit ion againſt Cerinths 

in particular, who wiſhed to retain at eaſt ſome 1 
- of the Moſaic law... . | 


1 
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The princi al proofs are contained in ch. iv. 19—26. 
ch. v. 8. (where Chriſt commanded a fick perſon, 
dom he had reſtored to health, to take away with 
m his bed, though it was on a ſabbath day,) and in 
efixth chapter. In the diſcourſe delivered in this 
apter, Chriſt ſays to the Jews, who were going up 
| Jeruſalem to celebrate the feaſt of the paſſover, that 
e Co Flein and Blood was the food which giveth life: 
d u as ſome. took offence at this ſaying, becauſe it 
16. ned to imply the inefficacy of the Paſſover, he 
ſrered „It is the ſpirit (that is the ſpirit of the law) 
Wo en quickeneth, the fleth profiteth nothing the 
n Jeli ds, that I ſpeak unto you, they are ſpirit, - and 
Decamk ky are lifen.“ The ſtory: of the adultereſs, ch. viii. 
| 11. ſeems likewiſe to bei:a proof of this article. 
the law of Moſes, a- woman taken in adultery 
5 to be put to death: but in this inſtance! On 
terfered, and the fentence was not executed. 
17. Through faith, and not through birth en fare 
ge, we become the ſons of God. Ver. 12, 13. 2 
To what tener of {he Gnoſtics this doctrine“ was 
poked J am unable to fay, as our accounts of their 


+ VII. 


ff the 
d that 
volent 
-oduce 
xpreh 
Lipht; 


noſticy 
d itlel 
1 belore 
nal Son 
becauk 
and i. 


2 em. are very imperfect. But, ſince we know that 
* * iathus, who im many reſpects differed from other 
' wy policy, was attached to ſome parts of the Moſaic 


v. it is not improbable that he conſidered the Jews 
having, in conſequence of their birth, a prior claim 
: the favour of God. The proofs! of the poſition laid 
1.14 Wn ia this article: are contained in that part of Chriſt's 

were It courſe with Nicodemus, which relates to tegene- 


only bs ion, and in the account of che converſion 0 the 
ſt 15 here maritans. . 5198 w 9127 


poſition 


E cr Theſe are the poſitions OY St. john has laid down : 
thi <xprels terms. But whoever 1s acquainted with the 
= Arine of he Gnoſtics will ere; that there are 


other 
2me pa 


See the explanation, which I whe given of this paſſage, in the 


; Th ae of my Typinal Thacwgy, and the paſſage there quoted 
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other parts of St. John's Goſpel, ing which the E. 
geliſt Pad the Gnoſtics in view; S perialiy the four 
teenth, fifteenth, and ſixteenth chapters, which contay 
the promiſes of Chriſt, reſpecting the aſſiſtance, wig 


the Apoſtles were to receive from the Holy Oha, Joh 
The Gnoſtics accuſed the Apoſtles of having miſunde 
ſtood the meaning of Chriſt, and of having forgot HA 
many of his doctrines: moreover they aſſerted, tiy Fo 
the words of Chriſt alone were authority, and that 1 
doctrines delivered by the Apoſtles were no more e 1 
empt from the danger of error, than the theolagi by 0 
opinions of other writers. The notion of the Gao .. 2. 
could mot be better confuted, than by a relation q th 
thoſe ſpeeches of Chriſt, in which he promiſed. then 1 
that the Holy Ghoſt would remind them of what the f 5 
had already heard, and reveal to chem truths, whi 
ke himſelf: could not communicate; on account of thy * 7 
preſent inability. to comprehend. them. Further, of, ;., 
the; .Gnoſtics admitted the [perſonality of the Hd aol 
Ghoſt, apd conſidered; him asgan Æon diſtin frog ast 
Chriſt, it is evident that St. John, who, no where f, . 
that: the word Was the Holy Ghoſt, but on the cou.” "7 
trary has / recordedit{peeches of Chriſt, in which be ur thor 
repreſented as a diſtinct perſon, intended to ſuppl port, "3 
the doctrine relative to the pialanaey- of the Ha which 
: Ghoſt, 8 IQ oor N dl quit 
Laſtly, the i rieb un in the fourteenth f gat the 
teenth, and ſixtee mh chapters relatiye to the union kxand 
the Chriſtian. church, and the command of love Mat queſ 
charity, were directed agaipſt thoſe, Who endeazeuf. John, 
to introduce diviſions in the church, and waer en the 
the Perſecution of the faithful. | hich Cy 
00 Þibl 280 wloFJe ahi. encnitog ot 01 2 ** 
+ ii, + [DIE Ro re. e 3; 4 - 
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Y 8. EC T. VI. 
1 had read the three firſt Goſpels before * wrote 


his OWN. © 


HAVE adh mentioned in the ſrcbing ion 
of this cha Nets that according to a paſſage in th 
cclefiaftical Hiſtory of Euſebius, St. John had read 
de three firſt Goſpels, and ſupplied what his emer 
rs had omitted. Euſebius however has not mentioned 
as an "indiſputable hiſtorical fact, but introduces it 
ith the word Paci (they ſay), and conſequently has 
ly given it as a report. The paſſage is as follows, 
bft. Eccleſ. Lib. III. cap. 24. Hon de Mage xas Au- 
var ares £Va&YVeAuw TI Exdooty wenn , Tray 
cl, Tov WAT oo aYeaOw xexpnjpiver xnevY pers, rA 
tr um yeah enter, rod xopw airing. Tun ge- 
aygapevrub rel eig warrag non xi eig ro Tradedopenas, 
Deike he Oc, aAndeins avrors erihag rogęnd aur, 
m d ape Acmeolos TH YeuOn TW wept roi ev TgwT01G x 
aN] vu XnguVj6aT05 T0 ru Nele Trex Ypiyus dino. 
ut though Euſebius delivers this account only as a 
port, and that part of it, which relates to the motive, 
which St. John was induced to write his Goſpels is 
dt quite accurate, we': muſt not therefore conclude 
at the whole was de void of foumdation? Clement of 
lexändria, an author of great importance on the pre- 
nt queſtion, ſinee he wrote only à hundred years after 
„John; has likewiſe aſſerted that our Evangeliſt had 
en the three firſt Goſpels: but here again, the motive 
hich Cement aſſigns for the compoſition of St. e 8 
wt is $ Table to objection. Elis words? are”, 

J wee © 1 
LD st. Mathew Goſpel bots, ad. ken meu 

. 3 j 1. 


This paſigs 1 the works ol Clement is voted r Euſcking 
arte lb. VI. PP: 14. A 4 5 5:49 
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fpeevros Tran EX Hoο ovvidoura ors H TWANTING EV Th; mp 
FeXbois ged nder, wor EATEN. vero % Yiu, Worum 
 SeoPopnftevra: WVEVjA0TIXOY WOINoas Eva YVeAiove Now that 
St. John's object was to write an EVZY YEALOV WVEuparuy 
becauſe his predeceſſors had written only wayjyy 
rohr, I think not very probable, becauſe there w 
many parts of St. John's Goſpel, which likewiſe con 
under the latter deſcription; for inſtance, his accoun 
of the cure of diſeaſes, and of the reſtoration af! 
dead perſon; If Clement had faid, that the three fil 
Goſpels. contained chiefly points of morality, but ty 
of St. John articles of faith, his aſſertion would hap 
been more.credible.. Fd ot of 
It appears; then that we have no indiſputable bit 
nical.evidence, in favour of the opinion, that the thi 
Hrſt Goſpels. were known to St. John. But on th 


other hand, as it is incredible that three Golpels write 5 
before that of St. John ſhould have remained unten. 
10 him, we may. ſafely conclude that, che fact 45 nul a, 
notwithſtanding the weakneſs of our hiſtorical eigen, F 
Beſides, there are internal marks in St. John's Goſpe lohn 
Which imply that the author was not only acquaint * 
with the contents of the three firſt Golpels, but that Joſe 
preſuppoſed the ſame of his readers. Dr, Semler inde 8 
has endeavoured. to iſhew, and likewiſef from intem oe 
marks, that St. Juhn was, not acquainted ich ü eg 
Goſpels of St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St., Loe * 
For this purpoſe hechas- quoted ch. xx. 30, where d no 
John ſays, * And many other, igns -ruly did ge, de 
the preſence. of his diſeiples, Which, are; not written | — 
this book.! Hence Dr. Semler argues, that, as St. Joh "$a 
ſpeaks only of his oun Goſpel, and is totally fin |. - 


with,"reſpe£t to any other, the other Goſpels were u 
known to him. But the inference is without fou 
dation; for a writer may be well acquainted with ti 
works of his ptedeceſſors, and yet not mention the 
In the Preface to my Dogmatical Theology, though 
| conſiſts of not leſs than ten pages, I have not mention inſt 
the name of a ſingle writer on this , 8 
5 or. III 
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ject having been to explain to the reader the purport 
my own book: yet I hope that no reader would 
Include from this, ſilence that I have never ſeen the 

ſtems of Quenſtedt and Baumgarten. 
Whoever turns to the Table of Contents to the four 
ſpels, which I have given above, in ch. 11. ſect. 7. and 
ſerves the many important accounts, which are given 
the three firſt Evangeliſts, but are wholly omitted 
St. John, will perceive that ſuch omiſſions are in- 
plicable on any other ſuppoſition, than that St. John 
well aſſured, that his readers had already a know- 
ge of thoſe accounts from the three firſt Evangeliſts. 
the ſubject is of ſome importance, I will mention a. 
examples. In the above-mentioned Table, Ne. 42. 
reltoration of Jairus's daughter, to which St. John 
eye - 1 itneſs, in company with St. Peter and St. 
es, and to the excluſion of all the other Apoſtles. 
e relation of this miracle might very properly have 
ompanied that of the reſurrection of Lazarus. 
26, the election of the twelve Apoſtles; though 
Jobn has afterwards devoted almoſt four chapters, 
n the fourteenth to the ſeventeenth. incluſtvely, to 
deſcription of the privileges. of the Apoſtles, and 
promiles made to them. Ne. 46. the queſtion 
oſed to Jeſus by John the Baptiſt, whether he was 
Meſſias, with the anſwer to John's queſtion : 
gh the anſwer would have been very ſuitable to 
purport of St. John's Goſpel. ' N*. 51. the be- 
ling of John the Baptiſt; though our Evangeliſt 
once his diſciple, and has introduced into his 
pel many parts of John's hiſtory, which promoted 
object, for which he wrote. Ne. 63. the transfi- 
non of Jeſus, though St. John was eye-witnels to 
and no other Apoſtle, except St. Peter and St. 
James. 


do not quote St. John's omiſſion of the ſermon on the mount, 
inſtance, becauſe he might have omitted it, on account of its 


unintelligible to readers, who were not acquainted with the 
lac doctrines. | 


ol, III. of 
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James. Further, the very important diſcourſes da. 
livered by Chriſt, No. 98—107. Nor has he mentions 
the inſtitution of the Lord's ſupper, in which eren 
Chriſtian is particularly intereſted, though he had ider 
lated, in ch. xii. the leſs important ceremony of Chiif 
- waſhing the feet of his diſciples. The aſcenſion likemi 
he has paſſed over in total filence, though he had ma 
tioned, ch. vi. 62. xx. 17. two declarations made 
Chriſt at different times, that he ſhould aſcend i 
\ heaven, and conſequently had prepared the reader Me ci 
expect an account of the event's taking place. 

Other examples may be produced, which arc | 
more deciſive, than the preceding; for they relate 
only to material facts, which St. John has omitted, 
to facts, which muſt neceſſarily be known before ange 
Goſpel can be intelligible. Such facts St, John vol 
certainly not have omitted, unleſs he had known tl 
his readers were already acquainted with them : for 
is more plain and perſpicuous in his narrative, than! 
other writer either of the Old or of the New Teſtame 
Of this kind the following are examples. 

Ch. 1. 15. * This is he of whom I ſpake, he 
cometh after me is preferred before me, for he rod tl 
before me,” preſuppoles a reader, who had alt 
learnt from the other Evangelifts, that John the 
tilt, the hiſtory of whoſe miniſtry is entirely om 
by our Evangeliſt, had made this declaration. 

He has no where related that Chriſt was baptize 

John, or that at Chriſt's baptiſm the Holy Gholl 
ſcended upon him in the ſhape of a dove. Yet, c 
32-34. he introduces John the Baptiſt, as ſaying 
time after Chriſt's baptiſm, I knew him not, b 
that ſent me to baptize with water, the ſame faid 


EC? 


Ie W. 


me, Upon whom thou ſhalt fee the Spirit delceni, the 
and remaining on him, the fame is he which bap"lited t. 
with the Holy Ghoſt: and I ſaw and bare record I which 
this is the Son of God.“ Our Evangeliſt tht obſe 
muſt have known that his readers were alreadiſ count 


quainted with the circumſtances of Chrift's baptlMian wi 
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e would not have alluded to them, without having firſt 


lated them. | 

Ch. iii 24. For John was not yet caſt into priſon,” 
idently implies that the reader was already acquainted 
ith this fact. Yer our Evangeliſt has not related the 
ſtory of John's impriſonment, and therefore he muſt 


are known. that the fact had been already related by 


s predeceſſors. This example is the more remarkable, 
St. John, wrote his Goſpel, not in Judæa, where 
e circumſtances of the Baptiſt's impriſonment were 


doyn by report, but in Aſia Minor, where they could 


t have been generally known, except from written 
counts. In ch. iv. 1-4. the place, to which the 

ſtory of John's impriſonment properly belongs, our 
angeliſt, though he is ſilent in regard to this ſubject 

lates Chriſt's journey into Galilee, which according 
the accounts of the other Evangeliſts muſt have 
en place ſoon after John's impriſonment, and he is 
reover very circumſtantial in relating that Chriſt 
relled at that time through Samaria, a route not 


aly taken by the Jews, but which Chriſt probably 
ſe, in order to avoid going through Perza, becauſe 
rod the tetrarch, who had commanded John to be 
priſoned, was then in that country. | 


the D 
y Omil 


Ch. iv. 43, 44, 45. * Now after two days he de- 
ed thence and went into Galilee, for Jeſus himſelf 
Ry ned that a prophet hath no honour in his own 


ary, Then, when he was come into Galilee, the 
leans received him, &c.“ would be unintelligible, 
ls we knew from the other Evangeliſts, that Naza- 
uin Galilee was the place where Chriſt was educated, 
was therefore called his country: that when he 
urned to this city as a prophet and worker of mira- 
„the inhabitants not only rejected him, but at- 
Ipted to caſt him down from the brow of the hill, 
which the city was built: that on this occafion 
nſt obſerved, that a prophet hath no honour in his 
country, that he therefore avoided all future con- 
dan with Nazareth, and confined himſelf to the 
eh U2 other ; 


apt1zec 
Ghoſt 
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ſaying 
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relates, was no longer alive. But our Evangeliſt k 
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other cities of Galilee. Whoever has acquired a kn. 
tedge of theſe facts from the three firſt Evangeliſts yi 
find that St. John's relation is perfectly intelligbt 
and will perceive that he has done nothing more tha 
interweave a well known ſaying of - Chriſt with t 
account of his journey through Samaria into Gali 
But without a knowledge of theſe facts, our Evangel 
though remarkable for perſpicuity, muſt appear to h 
enigmatical. 

Ch. v. 35. He was a burning and a ſhining li 
and ye were willing for a ſeaſon to rejoice in his light 
is a ſentence which being delivered in the paſt tin 
implies that John the Baptiſt, to whom the ſubs 


no where given an account of his death: conſequen 
he preſuppoſed that this fact was already known. 
The whole of the fifth chapter of St. John's Goh 
is employed in deſcribing what Chriſt did in Jeruſaln 
yet at the very beginning of the next chapter, tl 
ſcene is ſuddenly and unexpectedly changed to Gal 
and the fea of Tiberias. After theſe things Jeſus x 
over the ſea of Galilee, which is the ſea of Tiberi 
Now ſuch a ſudden tranſition from Jeruſalem tt 
ſea of Tiberias is inexplicable on any other ſuppoſiti 
than that St. John knew, that his readers were alle 
acquainted with Chriſt's return to Galilee, and co 
quently that he bad left Jeruſalem. 
Ch. x1. 16. © Theſe things (namely that Chrilt r 
into Jeruſalem on an aſs, &c.) underſtood not his difcy 
at the firſt: but when Jeſus was glorified, then reme 
bered they that theſe things were written of him, i 
that they had done theſe things unto him." But what 
Apoſtles had done St. John had not related: co 
quently he preſuppoſed the knowledge of it from 
other Evangeliſts; namely, that the Apoſtles, at 
command of Chriſt, had brought to him an afs, vl 
they found tied by the road fide. | 
Ch. xv. 20. Remember the word that I ſaid 
you, the ſervant is not greater than his lord, &c. 
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From the twentieth and twenty-firſt chapters I quot 
no examples, becauſe I have already given them in ny 


CT. \ 


ance 
her 


Hiſtory of the Relurrection. I will only obſerve thei oth 
he has not related the command, which Chriſt gave I beſus 
his diſciples after his reſurrection, to go into Galle m A 
but as in ch. xxi. 1. the ſcene is ſuddenly changdſipc!!ed 
from Jeruſalem to the fea of Tiberias, he muſt Hatte 
ſuppoſed that his readers were already acquainted aii mear 
this command. Laſtly, Chriſt's prophecy of the rfore 
ſtruction of Jeruſalem is no where related by St. John re acc 
yet in ch. xxi, 22. it is implied. belie\ 
| | [ in 1 
. rely a 
Fry | ned t! 
niacs, 
CEC. VII. unde 
Of St. John's mode of narration. m | 
1 8 ntia 
A FTER what has been faid in the foregoing ſedi > a 
| it will not be difficult to aſſign the reaſon, nl re Ic 
St. John has ſometimes more, and fometimes leſs ect. 
the other Evangeliſts. He has omitted the great ted t] 
part of what his predeceſſors had already related, Men“, 
for no other reaſon, than becauſe he thought it ut >< tl 
neceſſary, except where he was influenced by particul unded 
motives, to repeat what was already on record. H here 
filence therefore in reſpect to the numerous facts, whi ted by 
are found in the other Goſpels, cannot be uſed 2 be fe 
argument to weaken the credibility of thoſe facts: pels, 1 
we muſt deny that Chriſt was ever born, and that Jo” . 
the Baptiſt was beheaded, On the contrary St. Joi: Eitt 
filence may rather be conſidered as a proof, that ti eth 
facts, which the other Evangeliſts have recorded, ai Inſt: 
he has left unnoticed, are really true: for if their 
counts had been inaccurate, he would probably Ml. , 
corrected them. | & Tim 
However, there is an omiſſion of a certain kind dee No. 
St. John's Goſpel, which deſerves particular attent*e my 7 
namely the omiſſion of the demoniacs. In not a ff . II 
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ance has St. John related the caſting out of a devil, 
her where accounts of this kind have been given in 
> other Goſpels, or where they have not . Yet at 
dhefus, where St. John wrote his Goſpel, we find 
m Acts xix. 12—17. not only that evil ſpirits were 
xelled by St. Paul, but that Jewiſh exorciſts in that 
v attempted to do the ſame, though the event by 
means anſwered their expectations. The queſtion 
refore is: Did St. John omit all ſuch hiſtories by 
re accident, or did he omit them by deſign? Perhaps 
believed that perſons ſaid to be poſſeſſed with devils 
| in reality no concern with evil ſpirits, but were 
rely afflicted with ſome natural diſorder ; and men- 
ned them therefore, neither under the name of de- 
niacs, left the term ſhould be literally underſtood, 
under any name expreſſive of a natural diſorder, 
auſe he was unwilling, in a matter, which had no 
tial influence on the Chriſtian doctrine, to con- 
ict a commonly received opinion. The only place, 
re I could wiſh that he had ſaid ſomething on this 
ject, 1s that, in which the other Evangeliſts have 
ted the expulſion of a devil, who called himſelf 
on”, becauſe it is almoſt the only inftance on 
ch the reality of diabolical poſſeſſion can be 
unded *, 
here St. John has related facts, which are likewiſe 
ted by the other Evangeliſts, of which the examples 
be ſeen in the above-mentioned Table to the four 
Ipels, it is generally in one of the three following 
$, , 
Either the fact was neceſſary as an introduction 
omething important, which he was going to relate, 
or inſtance his account of the five thouſand men, 
ch. 


Er. VI I, 


See Timmermann de Dzmoniacis. 
See No. 39. of the Table to the four Goſpels. 


dee my Dogmatic Theology, ſect. 98, or rather the New Orient. 
Vol. III. p. 177-180. | 


0 4 
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chain of thought and the ſprings of action in this 
happy man, who, though a traitor to Chriſt, is a 


P. VI 


, af 
OT ti 


re (Wo witneſs to the truth of Chriſtianity. In ch. xx. 
ud 18. which has been {aid to be contradictory to the 
fore Mounts given by the other Evangeliſts, St. John takes 


recorl granted, that what they had related in general terms 
> men che women, who went to viſit the ſepulchre, was 
kady known, and adds a ſpecial account of what was 


peat fin in particular by Mary Magdalene, who went along 
ſe em early to the ſepulchre. A full and diftin& expla- 
e on of this matter would be too prolix for the preſent 
the ul ce: I refer therefore the reader to my Hiſtory of the 


ſurrection. 

have obſerved ſeveral other examples, in which 
John has explained the accounts of the other Evan- 
iſts. Whoever reads what St. Matthew has related, 
Iv. 12. When Jeſus had heard that John was caſt 
o priſon, he departed. into Galilee, without any 
ther knowledge of the fituation of affairs at that 


nto [et 
pter, i 

but ti 
rtant ; 
Oration 
witnek 


uted Me, will think it perhaps extraordinary, that the 
phal efWMpriſonment of John the Baptiſt ſhould have induced 
t was riſt to return to Galilee, when the very perſon at 
| it ws {Wſoſe command John had been impriſoned, was te- 


he {amt 


rch of Galilee. But St. John, ch. i. 1—4. has ex- 


er afle{Wined' this matter; for after having related that 
im in rt could not tarry in Judæa on account of the 
EvangWariſees, he adds, that Chriſt was obliged to Je 
t the Hough Samaria, (s et Js avrov det di The T 
in Beth's). It is true that he has not aſſigned the reaton 
expliqz Chriſt was obliged to go through Samaria: but 
the ons we learn from Joſephus, who relates that when 
1's accoon was caſt into priſon Herod was ar Macherus in 


a. St. John's account therefore, though not fully 
| Planatory of the relation of the other Evangeliſts, is 
rhich hut uctive at leaſt for thoſe who. are acquainted with 
favour "BE hiſtory of thoſe times. St. Matthew, ch. xxviii, 
* 49. and St. Mark, ch. xv. 34—35. relate that 
Ne Clift had exclaimed, Eli, Eli, lama ſabachthagi, 
*gar was brought him to drink, Now between 


Chrilt's 
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Chriſt's exclamation and the offering of vinegar to hi 
we ſee no immediate connection: but St. John ie ; 
explained this matter by adding, ch. xix. 28. t 
Chriſt ſaid, © I thirſt.” | Le | 
3. St. John appears to have corrected, though in 
very delicate manner, the accounts given by his pr 
deceflors. If the reading neAov wv AgGey &uTov, Cl, ni 
ZI. is the genuine reading, and the conjectural emen 
dation, which I propoſed, Vol. II. ch. x. ſect. 4. q 
this Introduction, be not admiſſible, St. John h 
tacitly corrected the relation of St. Matthew and $ 
Mark. For, according both to St. Matthew and i 
St. Mark, Chriſt actually entered the ſhip, in whid 
the diſciples were *: but St. John ſays only, that the 
| Intended to take Chriſt into the ſhip, but that the ſh 
was ſuddenly at the place of its deſtination, ſo th 
they had not time to put their deſign in executia 
Further, the account given in St. Matthew's Goſpd 
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(whether it proceeded from St. Matthew himlizl, Mlent r 
was a very early addition, I will not determine) of Wie circy 
Peter's leaping into the fea, to meet Chriſt before this n 
arrived at the ſhip, of his danger of ſinking, of WWiration 
being reſcued by Chriſt, and of their entering togetie not 
into the ſhip, appears by the different relation of i howey 
ohn to have been delicately ſet aſide. St. Mark l"WWition r. 
wife, though he derived information from St. Ml caſe 1; 
himſelf, fays nothing of this tranſaction.— Ch. xix. n of t 
40. where St. John relates that Nicodemus and Jof fidelity 
embalmed the body of Jeſus on the Friday evenative ti 
before it was depoſited in the ſepulchre, does not Her, wh 
monize with the account of St. Mark, ch. il. Nription, 


and of St. Luke, ch. xxiii. 56. Xxiv. 1. that | 
women after Chriſt's interment purchaſed ſpices 
arder to embalm his body on the Sunday moril 

i have attempted indeed in my Hiſtory of the Rel 
rection? to reconcile the contradiction: but I have 


00 


F See No. 53. in the Table to the four Goſpels. 
Ch. xiv, 28—32. 2 P. 99—101. 
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J able to do it in a manner ſatisfactory either to 
(If, or to any other impartial inquirer into truth. 
onſider it therefore as a tacit correction of the ac- 
nt given by the two Evangeliſts, who were not 
witneſſes, and that St. John intended to ſay, though 
has expreſſed himſelf in a more delicate manner, 
t the following words imply. Other hiſtorians 
meu been informed of the embalming of Jeſus, but the 
. ont which they have given is not perfectly exact. 
| Wc women went early on Sunday morning, not to 


d alm Jeſus, but merely to viſit the ſepulchre: for he 
nd oy been already embalmed by Joſeph and Nicodemus.” 
wif it be true that there are paſſages in St. John's 
t thWpel, which are at variance with the accounts given 


ie thc other Evangeliſts, we cannot heſitate to give the 


o H erence to St. John, who, of the ſacred hiſtorians, 
cute laſt, who was eye. wit neſs to almoſt all the facts 
50 paliWich he has recorded, who appears to have had an 
(elf, Melent memory, and paid attention to the moſt mi- 
ot ie circumſtances. Perhaps ſome perſons will think 
fore it this mode of reaſoning is an infringement on the 
oi Miration, not only of St. Mark and St. Luke, who 


togetae not Apoſtles, but even on that of St. Matthew. 
1 of il however this matter be as it will, the truth of the 


Tk \kWition religion itſelf will not in the leaſt be affected. 


t. FS caſe is exactly parallel to the following. An hiſ- 
x1x. Wn of the preſent age, of whoſe, general accuracy 
1 Joi fidelity we have no reaſon to doubt, gives in his 
evenitve the deſcription of an engagement: and an 


not hi 
„ XVI. 
that 
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have 


er, who was preſent in the engagement, reviſes this 
pion, and communicates additions arid corrections. 
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| In 

1, mT 3. Vil, Hut 

V the peculiarities of St. Fohn's Greek fh. 7 

T. JON N's ſtyle is better and more ſluem ” 

JI that of the other Evangeliſts: and it ſeems xi 6 

had acquired a facility and taſte in the Greek lag _ 

from his long reſidence at Epheſus. His narrn uy 

very perſpicuous; and in order to promote perſp "i 
the ſame word is ſometimes repeated, though pi . 
the advanced age in which St. John wrote, had! IF 

influence, ſince he is always inclined to repetition. I al 
le never ſpeaks of himſelf in the firſt per lt r. 
uſes a periphraſis, ſuch as, the difciple whom| 8 
loved, or © the diſciple who leaned on the bei bee 
Jeſus.“ This again is to be attributed to bi! - 

connection with the Greeks, to whom the egoting -. 
the firſt perſon was offenſive. To the ſame cauſt ., 
be aſcribed likewiſe the variation of his expreſſion, Ml. ren 
the uſe of ſynonyms, where he has occaſion nM. * 

ſame place to ſpeak more than once of the fame H. . 

Thus in ch. xxi. 15, 16, 17. he uſes ayangy and kind 


| Pooxew and woijpunew, oH and avis, In ch. vi. 
apexeria 1 equivalent to tþrudoc, and cannot denote* 
in general, as is evident from the context: this 
was ufed by St. John to avoid the repetition of 
which occurs in the 44th verſe. In the fame chi 
Ver. 51. the thought he ſhall never die“ is cxpt 
by Navarro u n Fewenoy eig Tov aura: but in the 
verſe it is expreſſed in a different manner by » 1 
CET&8 YJavars tis Tov ares. Some commentator 
thought this too artificial, while others have 1may 
that the expreſſions were not ſynonymous, and 
endeavoured to point out a peculiar emphaſis: b 
fact they are nothing more than various mode 
exprefling the ſame thing, according to the practi 
good Greek writers, With a view ta a fimilar val 
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hn has uſed EIMI, ch. vii. 34. in the ſenſe of eo, 
in the common printed editions is accented, not 
ut n, and thus abſurdly converted into the 
of ſum. That St. John by ONOT EIMI Era, 
ii. 34. intended to ſignify < Whither I go,” and 
where 1 am,” is evident not only from the con- 
which requires a verb of motion, becauſe vu x 


2 HAY, 


Ile, 


Iuent 


ns e 20% immediately follows, bur likewiſe from the 
gs paſſage, ch. viii. 21. where Chrift ſays the very 
—_ thing, only in different words, ors eyw viraye, 
wk | dale exfew, If it be aſked, why St. John did 
S) 0 ſe the verb vr in ch. vii. 34. as well as in 


ü. 21. I anſwer, becauſe in the former inſtance 
d already uſed vreyw in the preceding verſe, and 
at reaſon he exchanged it for the leſs uſual word 
the ſenſe eo. | | 

peculiarity in St. John's mode of writing is the 


tion; 
perlon,l 
vhom | 
e breal 


0 = encement of a clauſe with the word which had 
OY uſed in the preceding: for inſtance, ch. i. 1. 
2 ge, xai 0 Ne —1v Wee Tov Veov, XK 0 eos, A 
E ) 1 | 


r repetition may be ſeen in ver. 3, 4. 7, 8, 10, 11. 
e lame chapter. In ch. xx. 11. is xAaizca b 0 9 
aw: and in ch. xxi. 1—17. are repetitions of the 
kind. This mode of writing is ſometimes cen- 
by grammarians, but as St. John has applied it, 
lect is by no means diſagreeable. We meet with 
ter inftance in his firſt Epiſtle, ch. iii. 1. according 
e reading of many good authorities, we Trxva Fu 
pry (Nan top), Ver. 2. ayarnro, vw e Her 

Another peculiarity in St. John's ſtyle is the 
ent uſe of the pronoun «yw, where there is no 


ſion i 
fame t 
and 
ch. vill 
de note 
: this! 
on of 
me chi 
is expt 
in the 


y * alis, and therefore where it was unneceſſary in the 
nta * language: for inſtance in the above-mentioned 
We je ple, eyw vrayw, © I go,” as in the modern Euro- 
S, | 


languages. Whoever turns to Schmid's con- 


3 ance will find a ſufficient number of examples to 
8 . a the truth of this aſſertion. In ſome caſes indeed, 
N. ch. i. 20. one might ſuppoſe that he meant to lay 
Pe 


a par- 


F 
* 


—— . r 


318 Of St. John Goſpel. 


CHA?.n 
a particular ſtreſs on the pronoun «yw, but it x 
occurs too often, to admit this ſuppoſition. 

In St. John's Epiſtles we meet with many exam 
of a ſimilar kind to thoſe, which J have quoted n 
his Goſpel: but the ſtyle of the latter is better 
more perfpicuous, than that of the former. Theq 
junction xa, for inſtance, occurs fo frequently ih 
Epiſtles, that it is ſometimes difficult to tranſlate 
but in his Goſpel he has uſed it more fparuy 
Hence it is not unreafonable to ſuppoſe, that hem 
his Goſpel much later than his Epiſtles, and att] 
had improved his Greek ſtyle by his long reſidene 
Ephefus. Of the Apocalypſe, which is written! 
totally different ſtyle both from the Goſpel aud! 
Epiſtles of St. John, I ſhall treat at large in a fublk 
chapter. 


9 n 
v —— oo ll 
X. 
Of the laſt Chapter of St. John's Goſpel. W 


2 laſt chapter of St. John's Goſpel may bes 
ſidered as a ſupplement, which was added pi 
pally with the view of giving the reader ſome cen 
of the author, Some of the early Chriſtians hal i 
bibed the notion, that St. John the Evangeliſt « 
live till the day of judgement, a notion to whit 
falſe interpretation of a ſaying, of Chriſt, and the 
age which the Evangeliſt actually attained, bad) 
riſe*. For this realon St. John has related 4 
length, in the laſt chapter, the converſation which 
place between Chriſt, St. Peter and himſelf aft! 


* See Fabricii Cod. Apocryph. Tom. I. p. 533. Not. a 
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nection: and has ſhewn in what connection, and 
bat ſenſe Chriſt ſaid of St. John, If I will that he 
till I come, what is that to thee? * 
rotius, and ſeveral other critics, have contended 
the laſt chapter was added, not by St. John him- | 
but by ſome other perſon or perſons, and probably 
the elders at Epheſus, after St. John's deceaſe. 
ir principal argument is founded on ver. 24. This 
be diſciple which teſtifieth of theſe things, and wrote 
e things: and we know that 4s teſtimony is true.” 
, 45 this inference is not ſupported by the teſtimony 
he ancients, I do not think it admiſſible. 
he whole of the twenty-firſt chapter is exactly the 
e, as that of the reſt of the Goſpel “. 
24th verle in particular, I can ſee no reaſon for 
oſing that even that alone is an addition: for the 
ale, * We know that his teſtimony is true,“ is no- 
g more than à figure of rhetoric, called Communicatio, 
expreſſes the ſame as, Every - Chriſtian knows, 
Beſides, if this addition 
been made by the Epheſian elders, they would 
ably have inſerted their names : for the teſtimony 
We know, made by unknown 
authority to St. John's Goſpel. 


his teſtimony is true.” 


dee my Hiſtory of the Reſurrection, p. 295, 296. 
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FECT; . 


Of the lime when, and the place where, St. Johit's Gi 
Was written, 


"HAT the latter part of St. John's life was f 
1 principally at Epheſus, appears from what is 
lated by Euſebius in the third book of his Eccleſif 
Hiſtory, ch. 23. It is likewiſe the generally recen 
opinion that he wrote his Goſpel there: and thou 
ſtrictly ſpeaking, we can produce no hiſtorical evi 
in its favour (for neither the ſubſcription to St. Joh 
Goſpel in the Syriac verſion, nor any other fubſcryii 
of the ſame kind is entitled to the name of evident 
yet the fact is highly probable in itſelf, fince it is f 
fonable to ſuppoſe, that he wrote where he reid 
And as the Greek language was ſpoken in great pu 
at Epheſus, and the doctrines which he has combat 
' prevailed in that city, the opinion that St. John un 
bis Goſpel at Epheſus agrees both with its ſtyle and 
Contents, . . g 
That he wrote later than the three other Eyange 
is alſo the general opinion: and I have endeavoured 
a preceding ſection to confirm it by internal argume 
Dr. Semler however contends. that St. John wrote | 
fore the other three Evangeliſts, and argues in ſupt 
of this opinion from the three following paſſages, d 
6. vi. 7.37. But Iam wholly unable to diſcoret 


theſe places any marks whatſoever of an early coo 0 

fition: and the reader perhaps on examining them be A a. 
fuppoſe, that J have made a miſtake in the quota. N 
I muſt refer him therefore to Dr. Semler's own Mok = 


to theſe paſſages, in his Paraphraſis in Evange or his : 
Johannis. | | 

To the arguments, which I produced in the 
ſection of this chapter, to thew that St. John 
later than the other three Evangeliſts, may be 4 


— — — 9 —— Q 
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following; which, I think, renders it highly probable 
St. John wrote his Goſpel only a ſhort time before 
deſtruction of Jeruſalem, if nor after that event; 
is, either ſhortly before, or after the year 70. 
e of the three firſt Evangeliſts has mentioned the 
e of the Apoſtle, who cut off the ear of the High 
ſt's ſervant, when Chrift was betrayed by Judas: 
St. John has openly related that this Apoſtle was 
peter. Now the three firſt Evangeliſts acted with 
propriety in not mentioning St. Peter's name, 
ule it would have afforded the Jews an opportunity 
ccuſing him. Unlefs therefore we ſuppoſe that 
ohn acted with leſs prudence than the other 
geliſts, we muſt conclude that St, Peter was dead, 
St. John wrote his Goſpel, and therefore that 
was no further danger to be apprehended from an 
avowal of the fact. Beſides, in Ch. xxi. 18, 19. 
dhn having mentioned the following prophecy of 
t reſpe&ting St. Peter, When thou ſhalt be old, 
ſhalt ſtretch forth thy hand, and another ſhall gird 
and carry thee whither thou wouldeſt not,“ ex- 
this prophecy by adding, This ſpake he, ſig- 
g by what death he (namely Peter) ſhould lority 
St. Peter therefore muſt have already ſuffered 
dom, or St. John would not have been able to 
the application. Now the death of St. Peter is 
to the year 67: conſequently St. John's Goſpel 
ten later than that period. | 
ther argument for the late compoſition of St. 
Goſpel may be derived from the fluency of- the 
ge in which it is written. St. John remained in 
m long after the death of Chriſt, as appears 
he Acts of the Apoſtles and the Epiſtle to the 
s. Nor was he arrived at Epheſus when St. 
ok leave of the elders of that city for the laſt 
or his name would not have been paſſed over in 


Further, he was not arrived at Epheſus, when 
E . "I; 
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St. Paul wrote his Epiſtle to the Epheſians, Curing 
impriſonment, or St. John's name would haue hy 
mentioned in that Epiftle. St. John's refidenc 
Epheſus therefore cannot have commenced long be 
the death of St. Peter and St. Paul: and it is not 
probable that the hoſtilities, which began about 
period between the Jews and the Romans, indy 


TM 
him to leave his native country, agreeably to the, ring 
mand of Chriſt, when he foretold the deſtrudtin pool 
Jeruſalem. But if St. John arrived fo late at HHH. pot 
his Goſpel muſt have been written many years A ere 
for as he was born and educated in Paleſtine, he dd be 
not have acquired that fluency of language, wlid tho 
diſplayed in his Goſpel, except by a long reſideno t corr 
a Greek city. According to the preceding fiatem Al] 

St. John muſt have been nearly ſixty years old, Mel af 
| he came to Epheſus: and therefore we muſt ali. ver; 
his ability in forming ſo good a ſtyle at fo great ui th 
It is true that his language 1s not that of el ab 
Greek: yet it is perfectly free from the ſtifneb Nferpict 
formality of a ſchool exerciſe. LY en in 
There is a ſingle paſſage in St. John's Goſpel, el, te 
which ſeveral critics have inferred, that it was des th 
before the deſtruction of Jeruſalem. In ch. v. Werner 
John ſays, There is at Jeruſalem by the (hv! Hi; 
a pool, which is called in the Hebrew tongue haus opi 
having five porches.” Hence it is inferred that We to 
ſalem was ſtill ſtanding, when he wrote this pm 
for if Jeruſalem had lain at that time in rum Wubjec, 
argued, that St. John would not have ſaid, Th Is, that 
at Jeruſalem, &c. but There was at Jeruſalem Wy b. 


And this argument is corroborated by the 'circonWroun. 
that though this paſſage has many various fe occa 
the Greek MSS. are unanimous in reſpect to the Wt! by th 
Ec: dt, not one having been hitherto diſcovered 
reads Hy d But this argument appears to me 
lent to be leſs deciſive, than I once thought il. 
founded wholly on the fingle word «5+; but or to 


do not always weigh their words with ſo mul do it 
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; as that ec alone ſhould warrant the inference. 
des, as the ſubject of diſcourſe was the pool Betheſda, 
ich could not have been deſtroyed in the conflagra- 
of Jeruſalem, St. John, even after the deſtruction 
that city, might ſpeak in the preſent tenſe, with 
al, and perhaps ſtill greater propriety, than in the 
It will be objected perhaps that St. John adds 
ving five porches * (were coas ex20%), and that if 
pool exiſted after Jeruſalem was deſtroyed, till 
e porches could not have remained. Now I grant 
vert Fozg Tan £xxox, With the addition of want, 
d be a more ſuitable expreſſion in a work written 
thoſe porches had ceaſed to exiſt; but even the 
correct writers are ſometimes deficient in preciſion. 
ſtill therefore of opinion that St. John wrote his 
del after the deſtruction of Jeruſalem, though not 
> very advanced an age as ſome have ſuppoſed, 
uſe the fluency of language then ceaſes. But as his 
del abounds with repetitions introduced for the ſake 
erſpicuity, and repetitions of this kind are peculiar 
en in years, St. Join appears, when he wrote his 
del, to have arrived at that ſtage of life, which 
des the infirmities of old age. | 
rdner, in his Supplement to the Credibility of the 
del Hiſtory, Vol. I. ch. ix. § 7, 8. has ſtated the 
us opinions both of ancient and modern writers 
ve to the time when St. John's Goſpel was written; 
om I refer the reader for further information on 
ubject. Lardner's own opinion, which he delivers 
is, that it was written about the year 68, and con- 
ruſalengatly before the deſtruction of Jeruſalem. His 
circum Eroument in favour of this early date is grounded 
ous fende occaſion of St. John's writing his Goſpel men- 
to the M by the ancients, namely, the bringing the other 
-overel Wil Goſpels to him, and his obſerving their deficiency. 
to me ge Lardner argues, Their Goſpels were ſoon 

ht l. Wit to him: and if he thought fit to confirm 
; but "i or to write any thing by way of ſupplement, he 
much n do it in a ſhort time. The firſt three Goſpels 
+ Yo | | very 
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very probably were written and publiſhed befor t 
end of the year 64, or in 65 at the furtheſt, If j 
were brought to St. John in 65, or 66, he would y 
defer more, or much more, than a year, or tuo 
publiſh the hiſtory of Jeſus, and make the acc 
complete.” But this argument reſts on a very un. 
foundation: for I have already ſhewn, that though 
John has completed the accounts of his predecefq 
his obje& was, not merely to add a ſupplement toi 
other three Goſpels, but to confute the tenets df 
Gnoſtics and the Sabians. And even if St. John'sq 
motive had been to ſupply the deficiencies of the ti 
firſt Goſpels, {till I can fee no neceſſity for ſuppdi 
that he would therefore have written his Goſpel wi 
a year or two after he had ſeen thoſe of his predece 
Lardner's other arguments have not convinced me ni 
than the preceding: I ſhall therefore not quote tk 
but requeſt the reader to examine them for hin 
Yet, though I think not Lardner's arguments | 
factory, and the year in which St. John wrote 
Goſpel, ſtill appears to me uncertain, yet I vil 
aflert that Lardner's concluſion is falſe, 
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. XI. 
Of the Heretics, who rejected St. Fohn's Guſpi| 


122 in his learned Prolegomena to St. | 
| Goſpel *, has treated at full length of the her 
who rejected it: though I fear, that he has acq 
ſeveral of this charge, to whom it may be juſt 
However, their opinions are of very little import 
eſpecially as moſt of them allowed that St. John 


4 Ib. II. cap. 1. 
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author, and rejected it on no other ground, than 
the Evangeliſt had delivered in it erroneous doc- 
g. But in this reſpect they were inconſiſtent with 
ſelves: for to admit, that St. John had the gift 


Piracles, and that he had received full powers, as 


Apoſtle of Jeſus Chriſt, the Son of God, whoſe 
cles they likewiſe admitted, and yet to aflert that 
ohn delivered erroneous doctrines, is a direct con- 
ction. The Alogi went a ſtep further, and denied 
St. John was the author of the Goſpel aſcribed to 

This aſſertion they grounded, not on external 
nce, nor on hiſtorical teſtimony, but merely on the 
nts of the Goſpel, which, they ſaid, contradicted 
hree other Goſpels, and therefore could not have 
written by a divine Apoſtle. They particularly 
ted to the term A, which no man, they ſaid, 
| have uſed to denote a perſon, except one who 
imbibed the philoſophy, which was adopted by 
thus. Hence they argued that the Goſpel, which 
he name of St, John, ought rather to be aſcribed 
rinthus, than to one of the Apoſtles. But this 
ent proves nothing: for, whoever undertook to 
te the errors of Cerinthus, was under the neceſſity 
anng the terminology of his adverſary. 
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CHAP. VII. 
OF THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES, 


. 
Of the author of the Afts of the Apoſtles, aud the tines 


this book was written. 


As this book belongs to the hiſtorical writing 
the New Teſtament, I treat of it immedsy 
after the Goſpels, agreeably to the order in which 
placed in our common editions of the Greek Teſtant 
though in ancient manuſcripts and ancient verſo 
is very frequently placed after the Epiſtles of St.! 
becauſe it is neceſſary to a right underſtanding of th 
It appears from the very firſt ſentence in the At 
the Apoſtles, that it was a continuation of St, L 
Goſpel, and that it was written by the fame aut 
This is likewiſe aſſerted by the moſt ancient eccleliu 
writers, whoſe teſtimony I think it unneceſlary to 
as the queſtion admits of no doubt, and Lardner 
already given a ſufficient number of quotations on 
ſubject. Whether the interval which elapſed bet 
the compoſition of St. Luke's Goſpel, and his f 
work the Acts of the Apoſtles, was conſiderable or 
it is at preſent impoſſible to determine. Nor a ; 
able to decide, whether both books were written i he obs, 
ſame or different places: for though each of then 
dedicated to Theophilus, we cannot aſſert that 


of them was written in the ſame place, in which I ob 


by hiſtorical evidence, I would rather ſuppoſe ti 


philus refided, That the Acts of the Apoſtles 
written at Alexandria is ftill leſs probable, tha 
St, Luke's, Goſpel was written there: and if 
allowable to ſubſtitute conjecture, where we are fo 
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s were written in Rome, at which place St. Luke 
ntions his arrival, in company with St. Paul, ſhortly 
pre the cloſe of the book . Further, as it is conti- 
d to the end of the ſecond year of St. Paul's impri- 
ment, it could not have been written before the year 
> nor do I think it probable that it was written after 

year, for St. Luke would then have related ſome 
her particulars relative to St. Paul, or would at 
tine ut have mentioned the event of his impriſonment, 
hich the Chriſtian reader was highly intereſted. 
Luke's long attendance on St. Paul, and his having 
writing kimſelf eye-witneſs to ſo many of the facts which 
med; bas recorded, render him a moſt reſpectable and 
which ible biftorian, His medical knowledge enabled 

TeſtnW> both to form a proper judgement of the mira- 

verſions cures, which were performed by St. Paul, and 

f St. ve an accurate and authentic detail of them. But 

io of th imſelf does not appear to have poſſeſſed the power 

the A bealing by ſupernatural means: at leaſt, we have 

- or instances of it on record, and when the father of 

me aulus and other fick perſons (Acts xxviii. 8, 9.) were 

ecclelafenly cured, they were reſtored to health, not by 
ry 00 Luke, but by the prayers of St. Paul. 

Lardne! | | 
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rt that . | 

which Wl 15 obvious, that St. Luke did not intend to write 

Apoſile general hiſtory of the Chriſtian church, during the 

le, tha thirty years after Chriſt's aſcenſion: for he has 

and if iſt wholly omitted what paſſed among the Chriſtians 
ve are fol 1 in 


e As xxulli. 36, 


pole u 
| 5 


328 The Afs of the Apoſtles. char. yy 


in Jeruſalem after the converſion of St. Paul, tho 
the other Apoſtles continued for ſome time in Palefiy 
Before St. Luke wrote the Acts, the younger James h 
been ſtoned to death by the Jews, and the Jewiſh c 
verts to Chriſtianity had ſuffered ſo ſevere a perſecutin 
that they began to waver in their faith, on which « 
caſion St. Paul judged it neceſſary to write his Epi 
to the Hebrews. Theſe were facts, which an hiſtora 
who deſigned to write a general account of the Chriſty 
church, could not have paſſed over in filence, Fu 
ther, St. Luke has not deſcribed the propagation d 
Chriſtianity either in Egypt, or in the countries wii 
bordered on the Euphrates and the Tigris, though q 
Edefla the king himſelf had become an early con 
to the Chriſtian religion. Nor has he mentioned 
Paul's journey into Arabia, or the ſtate of Chriſtian 
in Babylon, though it appears from the firſt Epiſtle, 
St. Peter*, that a Chriſtian community exiſted in th 
city. Here the queſtion occurs: Were the Chriſta 
in theſe countries converts from the Jewiſh religia 
and was St, Luke's principal attention directed tot 
converſion of the Gentiles? Or was he filent on d 
propagation of Chriſtianity in the Eaſt, and in Foy 
becauſe he had no knowledge of what was tranſadt 
there? He is equally filent on the foundation of 
Chriſtian community in Rome, though it was in at 
flouriſhing ſtate before St. Paul's arrival in that d 
and had already received an Epiſtle from the Apo 
There are other omiſſions in the Acts of the Apoll paub's 
which we can hardly aſcribe to a want of knowledge 
the author: for, as St. Luke was many years the nce of 
ſtant companion of St. Paul, he was certainly 
acquainted with St. Paul's general hiſtory. Yet hel 
omitted many material tranſactions in the life of 
Apoſtle, of which Lardner has ſelected ſeveral rem 
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De inſtancesb. In one reſpect however Lardner is 
gaken: for he ſuppoſes that St. Luke accompanied 
paul to Corinth, whereas, I have ſhewn in a 
eceding ſection, that St. Luke ſtaid behind at Phi- 
pi. But St. Luke was probably informed by St. 
zul of what was done in his abſence: and ſince he 
s related many things performed by St. Paul before 
ey again joined company, and has even recorded the 
ch delivered at Athens,, at which he was no more 
ſent, than at St. Paul's tranſactions in Corinth, we 
ſt conclude, that his ſilence did not always proceed 
a want of knowledge of the facts, which he has 
ted. He has no where alluded to any one of 
Paul's Epiſtles : he has paſſed over ſeveral perſecu- 
s, which the Apoſtle underwent“: he has taken no 
ice of ſeveral voyages made by St. Paul, in which 
thrice ſuffered ſhipwreck, long before the ſhipwreck, 
ich bappened on the voyage to Italy: nor has he 
en an account of the great danger, from which the 
oſtle had been delivered by Aquila and Priſcilla, 
ole generous conduct entitled them to the thanks 
very Chriſtian community!. It is true that theſe 
s appear to have taken place during that period 
ch belongs to Acts xvii. 1.— xx. 5, 6. when St. 
xe was abſent from St. Paul *: yet as we cannot 
pole thar they remained totally unknown to him, 
may at leaſt deduce this inference, that it was not 
Luke's intention to write a complete narrative of 
Pauls tranſactions. Of his own hiſtory he has ſaid 
little: and of what he did at Philippi during the 
nce of St. Paul he has ſaid nothing. This filence 
may aſcribe to his modeſty, which never ſuffered 
to appear as a principal perſon. Of the contro- 
es, which took place relative to the queſtion, whe- 
EE ther 


upplement, Vol. I. ch. viii. ſect. . 
ts xvii, k See 2 Cor. xi. 
om. xvi. 344. ® See above, Ch. vi. ſect. 3. 
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ther the Levitical law ought to be retained, or not, k 
has mentioned ſome, but not all: for inſtance, he hx 
omitted the controverſy on this ſubject, which creay 
fo much confuſion among the Galatians. - Of the hey 
tical opinions, which diſtracted the Chriftian churg, 
and to which St. Paul alludes in his Epiſtles, he hy 
given no account: nor has he mentioned even the 
Gnoſtics, though they were not unknown to St. Pane 
when he wrote his firſt Epiſtle to Timothy. 

It appears from the preceding paragraph, that &. 
Luke's object in writing the book, which is called M 
Acts of the Apoſtles, was to deliver neither a gene 
hiſtory of the propagation of Chriſtianity, nor a ca 
plete hiſtory of St. Paul in particular. He ſeem uke“ 
have had a two-fold object in view, namely: 

1. To relate in what manner the gifts of the E ich 
Spirit were communicated on the day of Pentecoſt, uit et] 
the fubſequent miracles performed by the Apoſtles, the 
which the truth of Chriftianity was confirmed, Mink t. 
authentic account of this matter was abſolutely nec 
ſary, becauſe Chriſt had ſo often affured his diſciph 
that they ſhould receive the Holy Spirit. Unbelier 
therefore, whether Jews or Heathens, might have mi 
objections to our religion, if it had not been ſhe 
that Chriſt's declaration was really fulfilled. | 

2. To deliver ſuch accounts, as proved the ch 
of the Gentiles to admiſſion into the church of Cin 
a claim diſputed by the Jews, eſpecially at the Ui 
when St. Luke wrote the Acts of the Apoſtles. # 
it was this very circumſtance, which excited the h 
of the Jews againſt St. Paul, and occafioned his i} 
ſonment in Rome, with which St. Luke cloſes 
hiſtory. Hence we ſee the reaſon, why he i 
ch. viii. the converſion of the Samaritans, and ch.% 
the ſtory of Cornelius, whom St. Peter (to 
authority the adverſaries of St. Paul had appeal 
favour-of circumciſion ©) baptized, though he ws 
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the circumciſion, Hence alſo St. Luke relates the 
termination of the firſt council in Jeruſalem relatiye 


Il, 


t, be 
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ea the Levitical law: and for the fame reaſon he is 
bew Wore diffuſe in his account of St. Pauls converſion, 
uh St. Paul's preaching the Goſpel to the Gentiles, 
e an on any other ſubject. It is true that the whole 


n tht 
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lation, which St. Luke has given, ch. xii. has no 
ynnection with the converſion of the Gentiles: but 
pring the period, to which that chapter relates, St. 


nat zul himſelf was preſent at Jeruſalem“, and it is pro- 
led MM bly for that reaſon, that St. Luke has introduced it. 

gene Before I conclude this ſection, I muſt mention an- 
a chu ber opinion, which occurs to me, relative to St. 


ems Luke's plan in writing the Acts of the Apoſtles, 


ethaps his intention was to record only thoſe facts, 


ne H ich he had either ſeen himſelf, or heard from eye- 
oft, M tneſſes. When I conſider his total ſilence in reſpect 
ftles, e the carly propagation of Chriſtianity at Edeſſa, I 
ed, ink this opinion not improbable. 


ly nec 
diſciph 
nbeller 


——— ———ͤ!é 


ve 0% 

en in# 8e. I. 

the ch Of St. Luke's ſtyle, and his mode of narration. 
of Clin 


HOUGH St. Luke has omitted many material 
parts of ecclefiaftical hiſtory, in the firſt thirty 
ars after the aſcenſion, yet he is very circumſtantial 
d perſpicuous in thoſe parts, which he has related. 
the ſame time, he has no where exhauſted his ſub- 
for wherever he has occaſion to introduce what 
had related before, the relation is always accom- 


the ul 
kes. 
the bal 
his img 
cCloſes 
he relal 


d * nied with ſome new circumſtances. Examples of 
( * s kind are the converſion of St. Paul, and the bap- 
* of Cornelius, which he himſelf relates firſt as an 


torian, and afterwards introduces in the ſpeeches of 
5 St. 


See Acts xi. 30. xi. 25. 
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peaking, which was peculiar to each of his orators. 
he ſpeeches of St. Peter are recorded by St. Luke 
Ich the ſame ſimplicity as that in which they were 
livered, and they are devoid of all thoſe ornaments, 
hich we uſually find in the orations of the Greeks and 
lomans?. The ſpeeches of St. Paul, which were 
livered before a Jewiſh aſſembly, are not very different 
their manner from thoſe of St. Peter: and they are 
holly diſſimilar to thoſe, which the ſame Apoſtle de- 
rered before an heathen audience, eſpecially in Acts 
ü. 16—41. where St. Paul introduces the principal 
dect of his diſcourſe by a long periphrafis, which 
duld have been neither inſtructive nor entertaining in 
y other place, than a Jewiſh ſynagogue. The ſpeech 
livered by the martyr Stephen, in the ſeventh chapter 
the Acts is again of a different deſcription. It is a 
raed diſcourſe, pronounced by a ſpeaker, who was 
ally unacquainted with the art of oratory. Stephen 
ke without any preparation, and though he had 
tainly a particular obje& in view, to which the 
eral parts of his diſcourſe were directed, yet it is 
cult to diſcover this object, becauſe his materials 
not regularly diſpoſed. It is true, that he was in- 
rupted, and was prevented from finiſhing his ha- 
dove: but an orator, who is accuſtomed. to ſpeak in 
blic, and has learat methodical arrangement, will 


> of over even at the commencement of his oration 
t of UW purport of his diſcourſe. In Stephen's ſpeech 
Act meet with numerous digreſſions, and literary re- 
brailmWrks, of which we cannot perceive the tendency. 


r inſtance, he has a remark, which is at variance 
with 


In the firſt vglume of this Introduction, ch. v. ſect. 3. I have 
red, that St. Luke, in the relation of public ſpeeches, has fre- 
tly departed from the words of the Septuagint, where the ſpeaker 
quoted "paſſages from the Old Teſtament. To the examples, 
b U there quoted, may be added Acts ii. 17. 19. In theſe in- 
& St. Luke has ſhewn his judgement, in not tranſcribing literally 
the Septuagint paſſages, which the ſpeaker could have quoted 
from memory, Ee £2 
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| 
| 
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with the Hebrew text, and favours another reading, q 
if not, it favours a myſtical expoſition of the comm 
reading, that Abraham did not depart from Haran, ii 
after his father's death: and he differs from the Seren 
in interpreting MIWP not by © lambs,” but by a fl 
coin.“ The ſame character appears throughout the wh 
of Stephen's diſcourſe: but a more minute examinatin 
of it would be foreign to the preſent purpoſe, 

Since then the various ſpeakers, who are introduaſ act 
in the Acts of the Apoſtles, uniformly preſerve thi 
proper characters, St. Luke muſt have received vn 
accurate information. Yet many of theſe ſpeech 
were delivered, not in the Greek language, as they: 
recorded by St. Luke, but in Chaldee, the language d 
Paleſtine. Nor is it probable, . that any of the perb 
who were preſent at the time, when they were deliverd 
committed them to writing, if we except the ſpetd 

of Stephen. My reaſon for thinking it prob 
that St. Luke had a copy of Stephen's ſpeech, | 
that it contains ſome miſtakes of memory, and (on 
inaccurate . expoſitions, which St. Luke himſelf mi 
have known to be ſuch, but which he retained, becaul 
he found them in his copy. Perhaps this copy | 
delivered to him by St. Paul, who was not only preſe 
at Stephen's ſpeech, but was at that time a zeal 
adverſary of the Chriſtians; and being at the {a 
time learned in the law, was able as well as will" c: 
to detect whatever miſtakes might be made by f 
ſpeaker. PEST ON 020 | 

Laſtly, the ſpeeches delivered by St. Paul bei 
aſſemblies, which were accuſtomed to Grecian orat0 
are of a totally different deſcription from any of 
preceding. It is true, that they are neither adort 
with the flowers of rhetoric, nor are even exempt fr 
ſuch expreſſions as betray a native Jew : but the! 
guage is pointed and energetic, and the material 
not only well ſelected, but judiciouſly arranged. 
ſpeech which St. Paul delivered at Athens, and the 
which lie held before the Roman governors of Jud 
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Wc proofs of this aſſertion. . Yet St. Luke appears to 
e given only an abſtract, and not the whole of St. 
zul's ſpeeches: for the Apoſtle in the defence, which 
> made before Felix, muſt certainly have {aid more 


III. 
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ou gan is recorded by St. Luke, ch. xxiv. 12, 13. unleſs 
vie ſuppoſe that he merely denied the charge, which 
min ad been laid to him, without confuting it. However 


e has certainly ſhewn great judgement in theſe ab- 


duc reacts: for, if he has not always retained the very 
e M ords of St. Paul, he has adopted ſuch as well ſuited 
d e poliſhed audience, before which the Apoſtle ſpake. 
pech 1 E 


hey 1 
wage d 
pelo 
eliverdl 
e ſpeed 


SECT. IV. 


= r Chronology of the Acts of the Apoſtles, 
d RT | 1 
a mis evident that St. Luke wrote the Acts of the 


Apoſtles with a tolerably ſtrict attention to chrono- 
ical order: but he has not annexed a date to any 
e of his facts, though in one inſtance he had done 


„ becail 
copy 


5 * in his Goſpel'. Ancient writers in general were leſs 
the ſultentive to this ſubject, than modern authors: and in 
as will © caſes perhaps St. Luke did not exactly know in 


bat year the events happened. However there are 
eral parts of the Acts of the Apoſtles, in which ec- 
laftical hiſtory is combined with political facts, of 
ich we know the dates: and therefore I will endea- 


de by U 
wl bel 


Orale | | 
_ aer to determine fuch as can be ſettled with any pre- 
er adon n; becauſe an — = with the chronology 
cempt fi the Acts of the Apoſtles will not only contribute to 
ut the H underſtanding of the book itfelf, but will aſſiſt us in 
aterials W's the year, in which many of St. Paul's Epiſtles 
ged. e Written, e | 5 
| Rn I ta 
_— „ Ch. mi. 1, 2. * | 


s of Jud 
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I take for granted that the Acts of the Apofly 

33 commence with the year 33 of the Chriſtian oy! 

In the calculation of this era I follow Uſher, a 

do not enter at preſent into any minute inquiry 

on this ſubject. | | 

I. The firſt Epoch, after the commencement 

the book, is at ch. xi. 29, 30.: for what happend 

between the firſt Pentecoſt after Chriſt's aſcenſd 

and this period, is without any marks of chroy 

44 logy. But at ch. xi, 29, 30. we have a date: f 

the famine which took place in the time of Ch 

dius Cæſar, and which induced the diſciples 4 

Antioch to ſend relief to their brethren in Jude 

happened in the fourth year of Claudius's rep 
that is, in the year 44 of the Chriſtian era'. 

44 2. Second Epoch. Herod Agrippa dies ſoon aft 

he had put to death the Apoſtle St. James: a 

about that time St. Paul and St. Barnabas reti 

from Jeruſalem to Antioch. Ch. xi. 21—3 

This is ſtill in the year 44. 25 

3. Third Epoch. Ch. xviii. 2. Shortly aſter d 

baniſhment of the Jews: from Italy by Claudi 

Cæſar, St. Paul arrives at Corinth. Commentatd 

affix the date 54 to this event: but it is uncertal 


for Suetonius, the only hiſtorian who has notic 5 | 
this baniſhment of the Jews, mentions it vitbo eV; 
date. For that reaſon. I place no date in ſh © 
margin, | unt 

3 | Fm * > the 

195 conve. 

| Eg z are 

For the convenience of the reader I place this as well a WF St. P: 
following dates in the margin, . ij com 
I have already obſerved that I follow Uſher, without enten h the 
into any minute -inquiries in reſpect to the Chriſtian era. If lis con 


calculated wrong, the following dates muſt be altered according 
. Whoever has ſallicient ability and leiſure for the undertaking n% 
contribute to the explanation of the Acts of the Apoſtles by ca 


lating theſe Epochs with ſtill greater preciſion. But conjecture 0iWlorm in 
be diſcarded, and facts only adnizted as proofs. „ St. 8 


* 


aw 


' Fourth Epock. St. Paul comes to Jeruſalem, 

re he is impriſoned by the Jews, not long 
the diſturbances which were excited by the 
ptian. Ch. xxi. 37—39. This impriſon- 

t of St. Paul happened in the year 60, for it 60 
two years before Felix quitted his government 

dra. Ch. xx. 26. xxiv 27. 

Fifth Epoch. Two years after the commence- | 
of St. Paul's impriſonment, Feſtus is ap- 62 
ed governor of Judæa. Ch. xxiv. 27. xxv. 1. 


utumn of the ſame year in which -Feftus arrived 
dza: he ſuffers ſhipwreck, paſſes the winter in 
„„ and arrives in Rome in the following year, 
c Levi on 

e Acts of the Apoſtles cloſe with"the end of the 
d year of St. Paul's impriſonment in Rome: con- 
tly, in the year 65. Ch. xxvili. 8 9 
the events which happened between the epochs 
d 44, and between 44 and 60, it is difficult to 
any determinate year: and all that we can po- 
| ay of theſe events, is that they happened in 
intervals. It is true that chronologers have 
the attempt: but none of them has met with 
, not even the truly eminent Utfher. . Unfor- 
ly, the two moſt important years, that of St. 
converſion, and that of the firſt council in Je- 
, are the moſt difficult to be determined: for 
St. Paul's converſion, nor the council in Jeru- 
s combined with any political fact, by means 
h the date might be diſcovered. Uſher places 
I's converſion in the year 35, others in 38: but 
ot poſitively aſſert either the one or the other. 
tough we cannot arrive at abſolute certainty 
form in ſome caſes a probable conjecture. For 
> St. Stephen hardly ſuffered martyrdom before 
4 recalled from the government of Judea, for 
F . under 
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om this period the chronology of the Acts of the 
les is clear. St. Paul is ſent priſoner to Rome in 
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under Pilate the Jews had not the power of infidllf 
capital puniſhments. Now according to Uther, they 
in which Pilate was recalled, was the 36 of the c 
tian era. St. Stephen's martyrdom therefore projyl 
happened after 36. If this. be true, St. Paul's q 
verſion muſt. have happened likewiſe. after 26, » 
therefore 35 is too early a date. But how long aff 
36, whether, in 38, as ſome ſay, I cannot deterny 
Neither date agrees with the Epiſtle to the Galatians 
In what manner the chapters iii. iv. v. vi. are i 
arranged between 33 and 36, I cannot determine: 
what chronologers have faid is here conjecture, 
not calculation. The. ſame uncertainty prevails i 
pect to ch. vii. and x.: for we can affirm na 
more, than that the one muſt be placed before, 
other. after 36. We are likewiſe in the dark with 
to ch. xii. xiv. and ſeveral other chapters. Of >, 
we may aſſert, that it belongs to a. period at lel 
years prior to the fourth epoch or the year 60: 1 
year and an half at Corinth, three years at .Ephelus 
the time ſpent on ſeveral journies, can hardly be pt 
into a ſmaller compaſs, than that of fix year. 
ch. xvi. therefore the lateſt date, which can be ally 
is 54: and, it is not. impoſſihle that a till earl 


" 


ſhould be, aſh ned to it. r | 
Whereyer I ſhall haye.,qccafion to ſpeak, in th 
lowing chapters of dis atroduction, of the date 
annexed tg, St. Paul's Epiſtles, 1 muſt beg to if 
derſtqgd as, delivering not my own opinion, e 
where; I explain myſelf, more fully, but the op 
others. The moſt proper dates for St. Paul's 8 


are references to the reſpective parts of the Ade 
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Ae A p. IX. 


TDT OF JOSEPHUS RECOMMENDED AS THE 
sr MEANS OF UNDERSTANDING THE -HISTO- 
CAL BOOKS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. 


* 


FORE I conclude my account of the hiſtorical 

books of the New Teſtament, I muſt particularly 
mend a diligent ſtudy. of the works of Joſephus, 
the beginning of Herod's reign to the end of the 
h Antiquities. Ottius and Krebs, men of real 


1 NOW : L TM f 
for pes from Joſephus, with a view of illuſtrating the 
ih e TL eftament: yet, what is very extraordinary, this 
Yf r is in general neglected, though he really fur- 


at lea the very beſt commentary on the Goſpels and 
. 60: as. I will ſelect only one example in proof of 


belt aſſertion; but this example is of great importance, 
| bel ſe not only a perplexed paſſage in the New Teſ- 
years. It will be explained, but a difficulty relative to a 
be all of morality will be removed: | 


the third chapter of St. Luke's Goſpel, where the 
mof John is deſcribed, the Evangeliſt ſays, ver. 14. 
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. Ws vw. In this paſſage, the word SeνεDð—-œ 18 

ic op rendered © folders,” as if there were no difference 

ubs 1" the participle Fexrevopera,and the noun art. 
s ſuppoſes that St. Luke meant ſoldiers, who 


the greateſt part of their lives in garriſon, and 
t take the field, except on the greateſt emergen- 
But Feartvopera (evidently denotes © ſoldiers ac- 
on ſervice,” or © ſoldiers actually engaged in war,” 
t appears from the relation of Joſephus (Antiq. 
5.) that Herod the tetrarch of Galilee was en- 
55 In a war with his father-in-law Aretas, a petty, 
CH Arabia Petræa, at the very time, in which 

s 1 2 John 


e Acht 


— 


ng have ſet a very laudable example, in ſelecting 


o; to which queſtion John the Baptiſt anſwered, 


[ 


* 


CE 
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John was preaching in the wilderneſs. Machzmf lan! 
fortreſs ſituated on a hill; not far from the eπ1W r! 
ſhore of the Dead ſea, on the confines If the on e 
countries, was the place, in which John was imprif the 
and afterwards beheaded. The army of Herod, cial! 
on its march from Galilee, paſſed through the cou N 
in which John baptized: and hence we diſcover lic 1: 
theſe rearevoueva were ſoldiers of Herod the tei t wo 
who were marching to battle againſt Aretas. Pu ectu 
it is highly probable, that they were not native | of t 
but foreigners taken into Herod's pay. As early »iviſe | 
time of John Hyrcanus, the Jews had foreign the 
their, ſervice”, who gradually increaſed to {ulWſatio: 
degree as to ſuperſede the natives of the co le tc 
At leaſt, if we may judge from the account n wit 
by Joſephus, of the funeral proceſſion of gible 


the Great, the army of this Jewiſh ſovereign conl 
wholly of foreigners. For at the funeral of Herd 
Great, according to Jolephus*, the whole arm 
drawn up in military parade, and conſiſted, 1*d 
life-guard?”, 2% of Thracians, 30 of Germans, 
of Galatians. If we may argue from Herod the( 
to his ſon Herod Antipas, the army of the late 
ſiſted likewiſe of foreigners. 
So far in regard to the queſtion, who theſe ch 
pevos were. With reſpect to John's anſwer it mil 
obſerved, that though Herod Antipas was eng! 
an unjuſt war, the Baptiſt, who had ſufficient ol 
to reprove Herod himſelf, did not ſay to the f 
that it was Zheir duty to examine the juſtice oft 
before they marched to battle, but cautioned then 
in general terms againſt rapine and violence, # 
that they ſhould be content with their wages, 


"= ph. Antiq. Lib. XIII. cap. 8. ſect. 4. cap. U; 
cap. 16. ſect. 2. | 

x Antiq. XVII. ;. 3. 
The life-guard certainly conſiſted of foreigners: for Ht 


Great would not have intruſted the protection of his perſon! 
of Jewiſh origin. | EE 
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lany other examples might be produced, of a 
ar deſcription with the preceding, and for that 
on every man who would underſtand the Goſpels 

the Acts, ſhould ſtudy the works of Joſephus, 
cially thoſe books, which I have mentioned above. 

perſuaded, that if they were made the ſubject of 
ic lectures in our univerſities, - the theological ſtu- 
t would reap much greater benefit, than from all 
lectures on polemical divinity, of which the greateſt 
of the clergy can make little or no uſe. It were 
iſe to be withed, that ſome one, who has abilities 
the undertaking, would make a good and fluent 
flation of them, for the benefit of thoſe, who are 
ble to read the original, and accompany the tranſ- 
n with ſuch notes, as are neceſſary to make it in- 
gible to the unlearned. N 
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GE 25. i 31. for Bubana, read Bn0avra. 
35. 1. 24. for © them,” read whom.“ 
93. 1. 1. read * ſo ſoon.” 
129. Note 3. for © Ebionites, read © Ebionite,? 
131. Note 13. for © Ubri,? read libri.“ 
133. I. 13. for © Matth. xvi ? read © Mark vi. 
—=— laſt line, for oog, read 5 bog. 
143. I. 4. for txxAnoas, read x N.. 
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CHAPTER I. 


HE NAME, AND NUMBER OF THE CANONIGAL | 


PAGE 1; - | | 

EW Greek manuſcripts contaih the whole of 
the New Teſtament: for to one, which contains 
mole, among thoſe which are now extant, there 
it leaſt thirty, which contain only parts of it, 
ly, either the four Goſpels alone, or the four 
ls with the Acts of the Apoſtles, or the Acts of 
\poſtles alone, or St. Paul's Epiſtles alone, or the 
lic Epiſtles alone, or the Catholic Epiſtles with 
Nets of the Apoſtles, &c. But thoſe, which do 
in the whole of the New Teſtament, as the Codex 
Indrinus, the Codex Vaticanus, and the Codex 
em (the only three of the MSS. written in uncial 
„ and theſe three contain likewiſe the Septuagint) 
the four Goſpels at the beginning, and therefore 
thor is ſo far right in ſaying that the four Goſpels, 
ing to the arrangement in the manuſcripts, make 
ſt book of the New Teſtament. However as the 
olpels are in thoſe manuſcripts as much diſtin- 

d from each other, as they are from the Acts and 
ltles, we may rather conſider them as one book 
ſequence of the circumſtance, that ſo many 
" AS Greek 


* 
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Greek manuſcripts contain the four Goſpels al 
With reſpe& to the arrangement of the Goſpels in t, 
ference to each other, the Greek manuſcripts in genzill 
have them in the order, in which they are placed! 
our canon, Matthew, Mark, Luke, John. But tn 
Latin church arranged them thus, Matthew, Joly 
Luke, Mark: and this arrangement is obſerved, w 


only in the old Latin manuſcripts, but likewiſe in * 
Codex Bezæ. | Ly 
2. This expreſſion xar# To evayyenor pes in Rom. „ t 
16, was underſtood by ſeveral of the ancient Fate 
as having reference to St. Luke's Goſpel, which Mu « 
imagined was dictated by St. Paul, and was therm tin 
called by the Apoſtle my Goſpel.” Thus Origen, ang 
quoted by Euſebius (Hiſt. Eccleſ. Lib. VI. cap. und 
calls St. Luke's Goſpel To uo IIæu ET & V8 PhEVOY £VLY YE be 
But Euſebius, though he relates the opinion of oleic. ir, 
does not vouch for the truth of it: for he fays al 4. ( 
(Hiſt. Ecelel. Lib: III. cap. 4.) O de, we p Th | %% 
GUT0y EVQYVERIS pavnovevew o IN og hey, obig a wlll the 
E Tivos: EVAYVEASS YeaQPu SND KATH TO EUZY YEN) . ; of 
Jerom likewiſe in his catalogue of eccleſiaſtical ura .. I. 
under the article Luke.” (Tom. IV. P. ii. p. d tic 
ed. Benedict.) ſays only * QAuidam ſuſpicantur, qui otes 
cunque in epiſtolis ſuis dicit Paulus, © juxta Evangeill prop 
meum, de Luce figmficare volumine.“ And tl as 
was a mere conjecture, and that too a very ung roi reac 
one, is certain: for in Rom. xiv. 2 5. where St. N Eco. 
has again uſed the expreffion -xara ro eveyy:a0 om. 
has . himſelf explained it by adding xt ro un v 
gin. Nor has St. Paul any where uſed the nite, 
tue NGN in the ſenſe of a written narrative of Ct, Se 
lite, a ſenſe, which it probably did not acquire ks o 
the ſecond century. Beſides, there are the ſtupzor 
reaſons for believing, that St. Luke's Goſpel s e wh 


AS will be ſhown hereafter., 5 14 4157 | 
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, 


( Tom. IV. p. 3. ed. Benedict.), and gave riſe tot 


6ö wers T0. Sr. 1. 


logical preciſion: they are illuſtrated by the pricing 
paſſages of the Greek Teſtament; and the wh | 
arranged in the moſt perſpicuous manner. I meniy 
particularly this work at preſent, as no notice th 
was or could be taken of it in the notes to thei 
volume of this Introduction. 

5. This analogy was obſerved by Irenæus (x 
Hzereſ. Lib. III. cap.-11. ſect. 8.). Many al 
equally fanciful analogies were obſerved by the Fab 
as that of the four cardidal virtues, the four elenn 
&c. which the reader will find in Suicert Thekw 
Eccleſiaſticus, Tom. I. p. 1222, 1223. But then 
celebrated analogy is that of the four animals deſu 
in Ezekiel i. 5—10. which was obſerved by [x 


ten 1 
ek ca 
voht | 


Th 
colle 
zreth 
Oxon 
1s Coc 
k 17 
pletely 
| Ing the 
well known paintings of the four Evangeliſts. don, 

6. Among the numerous Greek Goſpels, wh 
circulated in the ſecond century, four only har 
ſcended entire to the preſent age, becauſe four 
were admitted into the Greek canon: and tho i 
only were admitted into the Greek canon, becaukt 
were the only four Greek Goſpels, which were uw 
ſally acknowledged to have been written by the pl 
whoſe names they bore; a wore avarriggnra £5-w £1 
Tov ug en, ni, Y Otu, as Origen lays in a pill 
quoted by Euſebius, Hiſt. Eccleſ. Lib. VI. cy: 
For the Goſpels aſcribed to Peter, Thomas, Matt 

and others, of which Euſebius fays (Hiſt. I 
Lib. III. cap. 25. ), de 2dapus er ovyyeappuart ru 
died EXXANTIOSTINGY 16 ane eig jarnpeny. &Y/aYii 1 
were without doubt falſely aſcribed to them. Io. 
further, why the number of authentic Greek G WY 
Was preciſely four, and not either three or five, i" 

_ abſurd, as jt would be to aſk, why Cicero wrote pri bien ] 
nine Epiſtles to Lentulus, and not either eight or t 

Beſide the Goſpels, which bore the names of 
real or pretended authors, there were others, 
bore the names of the perſons who uſed them, ents, 
Golpel according to the Hebrews, and the Gopal © 
? | | 5 5 » cM 


F TH 


ding to the Egyptians. But, as the former was 
ten in Hebrew, it could not be admitted into the 


rin 
1 
nent 
vght extraordinary by no one, who has ſeen the 
ments, which are now extant of it. 


PAGE 3 


collected by Grabe in his Spictiegium Patrum ut 
zreticorum ſæculi poſt Chriſtum natum I. II. er 
Oxoniz, 1718, 1719, 2 Tom. 8vo.: by Fabricius, 


„ 1743, ed. 24. 2 Tom. 8vo.: and ſtill more 
pletely by Jones, in his New and full method of 
Ing the canonical authority of the New Teſtament, 
don, 1726, 1727, 3 Vol. 8vo. 


„ Wh 
hart 
hoe k VS oe 
auf! 
CHAP. IT. 


FF THE HARMONY OF THE FOUR GOSPELS, 


er. I. 


| PAGE 5. 
Between 1773 and 1781, Leſſing publiſhed at 


k ick a periodical work, entitled Beyträge zur 
five, hichte und Literatur, aus den Schätzen der Her- 


hen Bibliothek zu Wolfenbüttel, that is, Contri- 
ns to hiſtory and literature, from the treaſures of 
ucal library at Wolfenbüttel. In this work, eſpe- 
in the fourth volume, were inſerted the celebrated 
tents, of which our author here ſpeaks, 

| A 4 7 2. The 
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ek canon: and that the latter was not, will be 


— 3 - a rt - 
4 ry 


g " — — — — 1 
-- 7 +. ——— 8 , 9 DEI. 


The fragments of the apocryphal Goſpels have 
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Codex Apocryphus Novi Teſtamenti, Hamburgi, 
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2. The German title of this anſwer. of Michacht 
Erklärung der Begrabniſs und Auferſtehungs Geſchiy 
Chriſti nach den vier Evangeliſten. Of Engliſh wh 
on this ſubje&, beſide the well known writings of yk 
lock, Weſt, and Ditton, may be recommend 
Eſſay on the reſurrection of Chriſt inſerted in ch. i 
of Benſon's Life of Chriſt, London, 1764, 4to. ul 
the following ſhort but excellent treatiſe, A Revi ii 
the chief difficulties in the Goſpel Hiſtory relatg in: f 


our Lord's reſurrection, by W. Newcome, D. D. ee 
of Waterford (afterwards archbiſhop of Arm) t 5 
Dublin, 1791, 4to. e of 
ES. hile 

| PAGE 9. blerve 


3. When we have certain knowledge of the ex ö 
of a fact, as that of an engagement between tuts, 
mies, no contradictions in the accounts of that fad 
diſprove the exiſtence of the fact itſelf. But when d 
queſtion is in agitation, whether an alleged fact bem 
or not, our conviction of the truth of it will cem mm. 
be affected by the concurrence or contradiction d 


teſtimonies in its favour. And if the contradiction: at al 
ſuch as to be wholly incapable of a reconciliatio latth 
proof of the fact will certainly not be fo ſatisfactoh, 

it would, if the witneſſes agreed. But ſince not «yl. M. 


deviation is a contradiction, and the ſame fat, e tac 
viewed by different perſons in different lights, not uu 
may, but muſt be reported by them in different 
we muſt examine, whether the deviations are ſuch 
may be explained on this.principle. If they are, enge 
the witnefles are in other reſpects credible, we can s, 
no reaſon for refuſing our aſſent. Further, we n bord 
diſtinguiſh variations in reſpe& to concomitant cn 
ſtances from variations in reſpe& to the main fat: 
the former are of much leſs importance than the lit 
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| PAGE 10. 
1. That the facts, which are related in common by 
Matthew, St. Mark, and St. Luke, are not arranged 


Wy i! brce Evangeliſts in chronological order, is cer- 


in: for the order of thoſe facts is not the fame in all 
ee Goſpels. But we muſt not therefore conclude 


Wat abt one of them wrote in chronological order: for 


e of them may have obſerved chronological order, 
hile the other two did not, or two of them may have 
blerved chronological order, while the third did not. 
low St. Mark and St. Luke have generally placed the 
ds, which they have in common, in the fame order, 
he reaſon of which will be explained hereafter) : but 


Wt. Matthew, in the former half of his Goſpel, has 


aced a great number of the facts, which he has in 
ommon with St. Mark and St. Luke, in a very dif- 
rent order. It is therefore reaſonable to ſuppoſe, 


at all ſuch facts happened in the order, in which St. 


atthew has placed them, and not in the order in 
nich they are placed by St. Mark and St. Luke: for 
t. Matthew, as being an Apoſtle and eye-witneſs to 
e facts, which he has recorded, muſt in general have 
nown the time, in which each of them happened, 
ut ch St. Mark and St. Luke, who were not eye- 
itnelſes, could not always know. Not to mention 
engel, Bertling, and other harmoniſts, who make the 
ts, which are common to theſe three Evangeliſts, 
bordinate to St. Matthew's arrangement, I will quote 
ily the opinion of Eichhorn, who ſays in his Uni- 
eral Library of Biblical Literature, Vol. V. p. 783. 
Pat the facts recorded in the former part of St. Mat- 
hew's Goſpel, were re- arranged by St. Matthew, ac- 
ording to the exact order of time, as it would be 


Was 


of 
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of the ſame opinion: for he ſays in his Obſervations qi 
Daniel, p. 152. of the edition printed in London u 
1732, 4to. that St. Matthew was an eye-witneß 9 
what he relates, and fo tells all things in due order g 
time, which St. Mark and St. Luke do not.“ An 
biſhop Pearce has adopted the ſame opinion. See Vol.! 
p. 207. of his Commentary, with. Notes on the for 
Evangeliſts and the Acts of the Apoſtles,” Londay 
1777, 2 Vol. 4to. However, as there is hardly ay 
rule without an exception, I would not affert that & 
Matthew has in no inſtance whatſoever deviated fron 
.._ Chronological order. 


| PAGE II. : 

2. The fact, that all our Evangeliſts have not alu 
written in chronological order, is very properly aflend 
by our author, in oppoſition to ſeveral harmonit 
who, in order to make good their poſition, have ben 
frequently reduced to the neceſſity of repreſenting, the 
ſame event, as having happened more than once, mem 
in conſequence of its having different: poſitions in di. 
ferent Goſpels. But our author certainly goes too fa, 
when, with the view of apologizing for a violation d 
chronological order, he deſcribes this violation as a 
excellence in an hiſtorian. He ſays, that an annallh 
who barely records a ftring of events, in the order l 
which they happened, is the moſt unpleaſant kind d 
hiſtorian. This is true, but the annaliſt fails to git 
delight, not becauſe his facts are arranged in chrom 
logical order, but becauſe he fimply reports, withol 
reaſoning on what he relates, and delivers his inform: 
tion in a ſtyle not ſuited to captivate the imaginatio 
Chronological order is fo far from being the real 
why annaliſts are leſs agreeable than other hiſtorian 
that this very order is the principal qualification, hae th 
makes the annalift of any value: for if this order 
deſtroyed, a regular ſeries of hiſtorical events will de 
converted into a rude maſs of unconnected anecdots t eac 
Our author further obſeryes, that an hiſtorian, „ 

| | 7 wo 


| 
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old both inſtruct and delight, muſt compare events 
n their conſequences, and endeavour to combine 
as wich their cauſes. But cauſe and effect follow 
W the ſucceſſion of time, and therefore if we arrange 
of facts in a contrary order, the relation between 


an be objected perhaps, that an effect may take 
ce long after its cauſe, that in the mean time many 
er events, which it is neceſſary to record, may have 
Wppcned, and therefore, unleſs the account of theſe 
ermediate events be poſtponed, the cauſe and the 


er, that the reader will not perceive the connexion. 

jt if a cauſe produces an effect at a diſtant period, 
Wit cauſe may in the mean time continue to operate, 
d of courſe the events, which take place 1n the ſeries 
ween the firſt cauſe and the laſt effect may in ſome 
raſure be influenced by the one, and have influence 


g. the the other. Thus, if Julius Cæſar had not croſſed 
nerdy e Rubicon with his army, it is probable that he 
n d uld not have been aſſaſſinated in the capitol: and 
0 fa, reſore the former event may be conſidered as the 
on 0 ginal cauſe of the latter. Yet no good hiſtorian 
2s old relate the conſpiracy of Brutus and Cafhus im- 


dately after Cæſar's paſſage over the Rubicon, and 
n proceed to relate what happened in Macedonia 
d Egypt: for all theſe intermediate events were like- 
e effects of that cauſe, and were likewiſe cauſes 


ved ſeries, till the grand final effect, the conſpiracy 


mit therefore the propriety of joining effects with 


reaſon, Meir cauſes,” yet this muſt be underſtood only of im- 
dora ediate effects, ſince a mediate effect muſt be ſeparated 
wWöem the cauſe by the interpoſition of all thoſe inter- 
rder be ediate events, which as well as the firſt cauſe operated 
will bez its production. But a ſeries of facts fo diſpoſed, 
dots at each cauſe ſhall be followed by its immediate 
, „ alſequence, will hardly admit of any other arrange- 
wo 0 


ment, 


* 


ſe and effect will not be preſerved, but deſtroyed. 


W-& in queſtion will be fo far ſeparated from each 


ich produced each its ſubſequent cffe& in one con- 


Brutus and Caſſius, was produced. Though we | 


— 
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ment, than the order of time. On the other hand, 
a cauſe, which produces an effect at a diſtant peru 
be ſuppoſed to have lain in the mean time totally 4. 
mant, and to have produced no effect whatſoever, ti 
the effect in queſtion was produced, ſtill it would 


inconſiſtent with the ſtri& rules of hiſtorical compd , 4 
tion to relate that effect before a number of oth inct 
events, which preceded it. For in every hiſtory Herre 
arrangement of the facts in the narrative itſelf ; tvtinct 
criterion, by which the reader judges of their real H ant⸗ 
ceffion, and therefore whenever the order of tim: e, 
neglected, he will be expoſed to the danger of dedui ing 
a falſe inference. It is true that the danger, to kes, 
the reader is expoſed will be obviated, if the hiſtonuMc 1 
whenever he departs from the order of time, has Herve. 
precaution to note the dates of the events: but then iP"tica 
the reader knows, that the events did not happen 1 ich 
the order, in which he reads them, he is reduced give 
the neceſſity of going backwards and forwards in in 
own mind, and is deprived of the pleaſure, which e. 
ſults from the contemplation of a regular ſucceſu time 
The entertainment of the reader therefore as well tan! 
the perſpicuity of the narrative, will be promoted by aiﬀſ"<ip! 
arrangement of the facts according to the order, uid (cpa! 
which they happened. late 
Laſtly, our author obſerves, that it is not unululhſh'olute 
eſpecially in biography, to diſregard the order of tingfiſppectr 
and Dr. Prieſtley, in his Obſervations on the Harm e, n 
of the Evangeliſts, ſect. xi. p. 71. ſays the fat ll del 
Now, if a perſon, whoſe life a biographer has to recol Cer di 
was diftinguiſhed in various ways; if, for inſtance, her, 
was a great ſtateſman, and at the ſame time an emal, it 
ſcholar, it would be allowable to ſeparate his Ic ew, 
from his political career, though the one was interwac i conn. 
with the other, and to divide his hiſtory into two ck bliche 
or ſections, that the reader's attention might be who ruſſa) 
confined in the one to ſtate affairs, in the other eg 
ſubjects of literature. So far then the order of iin mY 
3 15 


would be violated, as the events related at the beginn 
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| WF the ſecond diviſion are antecedent to the events, 
no {ich are related at the end of the firſt diviſion. But 
* me other hand, not to mention that the reader ſuſ- 


ss no inconvenience in this caſe, becauſe he knows 


a the ſecond diviſion is not a continuation of the 
mm biography formed on this plan contains two 
oe tin hiſtories, in which the order of time is not 
mW creed throughout for that very reaſon that they are 
incl. The reader knows it, and readily gives up the 


Wantage of having the whole according to the order of 
e, becauſe he is recompenſed by the advantage of 
ving the political and literary facts in their reſpective 
ies, by which means the relation between cauſe and 
W:& may be often, though not always, more diſtinctly 


1; cred, than if every ſingle fact, both literary and 
then A litical, were arranged throughout in the order, in 
pen l ich it happened. Other examples might likewiſe 


given, in which a ſeparation of different kinds of 
s into claſſes or chapters would be perfectly allow- 
le. But ſhall we conclude therefore that the order 
time may be neglected in the reſpective claſſes ? 
Manly not. For the very ſame motive, namely the 
inciple of cauſe and effect, which makes it allowable 
ſeparate facts of different kinds, and therefore to 
late the order of time upon the whole, renders it 
olutely neceſſary to follow: the order of time in the 
of um pectwe parts. And even if cauſe and effect be ſet 
lama de, no good hiſtorian, for the reaſon already aſſigned, 
e ul deſignedly arrange a ſingle ſeries of facts in an 
recolder different from that, in which they ſucceeded each 
ber. With reſpect to what our author calls Singu- 
eminei aa, it may be granted, if a writer has no other object 
| view, than to preſent the world with a collection of 
eros connected anecdotes, (ſuch as that which has been 
o ca blihed in ſeveral volumes of Frederic II. king of 
Fuſla) that he is at liberty to arrange them without 
other regard to the time, in which they happened. But 
of i author, or rather a publiſher of this kind, can lay 

claim to the character of an hiſtorian; the develop- 

| | ment, 
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ment of cauſes and effects makes no part of his ji, 
which is merely to give the reader a momentary pls 
ſure by the peruſal of each ſeparate article. Th 
reader expects no order, and therefore cannot be | 
into error, it being a matter of indifference whet 
he begins with the firſt or with the laſt volume. Wi 
whoever aſſumes the character of a biographer, po 
undertakes to give a connected detail of tranſaction, vii 
5 bound to follow bis hero regularly in his prog 
through life: and if he divides the ſeyeral kind 
fas, which he has to record, into ſeparate claſſe, 
is bis duty in each claſs to have regard to chronologid 

order. 13 eve 
Io apply the preceding obſervations to the Gohd 
of St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St. Luke. If 
compare theſe three Goſpels *, we ſhall find that ti 
matter, which is common to all three, contains a fn 
of events, which begins with the baptiſm of Chrilt al 
ends with his death and reſurrection F. This {ene 
events relates to one and the fame perſon: it is alb1 
fingle ſeries, that is, the hiſtory is not divided a1 
biographer might divide the literary and politicd i 
of a ſtateſman, and commence the one after he hit 
finithed - the other: for all the events from the:baptl 
to the death of Chriſt are delivered by St. Mathe 
St. Mark and St, Luke in one continued * 
B 2 uſt 


* The Goſpel of st. John is: out of the queſtion, becauſ it 


fo little matter in common with the other three, aut 

+ This ſeries of events will be repreſented hereafter, * g 

1 Some commentators, in order to reconcile St. Luke's array 4 2 
ment with that of St. Matthew, divide St. Luke's Goſpel into di 
ferent claſſes, eontaining,. 1ſt the hiſtory of Chriſt's birth, 2dly K * A 
hiſtory of bis youth, 3dly the account of his baptiſm, 7 eren. 
actions in Galilee, and 5thly of his laſt journey to Jerufalem. 0 ellen 


theſe. claſſes follow each other in chronological order; the) ® 
N more than partitions of one uniform narrative, ſuch a W 
be ma e in every hiſtory ; and are totally different from the C 
bt divided z biography, formed upon the Plan above deſcribed, ii 
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WE. :ther, dates are rarely annexed to the events between 
5 baptiſm and the death of Chriſt, and therefore if 
ed any one Goſpel by itſelf, the arrangement of 

events in that Goſpel is almoſt the only criterion, 
W which we can judge of the ſucceſſion, in which the 
WE: nis really happened. Hence it has been commonly 
ooced that every thing which St. Luke has related 
Wc ch. xi. 51. happened after Chriſt's laſt departure 
n Galilee; but that ſeveral things, which St. Luke 
WW: recorded after ch. xi. 51. took place long before 
nis laſt departure from Galilee, is evident from 
Matthew's Goſpel, as will be ſhewn hereafter. If 
Wercfore we were to eſtimate our Evangeliſts as human 
orians, and meaſure their Goſpels by the rules of 
orical compoſition, might we not affirm, that their 
pls would have attained a ſtill greater excellence, 
be ſacts had been arranged in chronological order? 


iu ere can be no. more reaſon. for denying that they 
td, merely becauſe chronological order has not been 
alot erved by all the Evangeliſts, than there is for denying 


Wat was likewiſe very ſtrenuouſly aſſerted in the former 


ed 2 | | 
er of this century, that the Evangeliſts wrote as pure 
he nc claſſic Greek, as Xenophon or Plato, Beſides, if 


ronological order does not contribute to the perſpi- 
ky of an hiſtory, what is the reaſon that ſo many 
moniſts have taken ſuch unmenſe pains to reſtore it, 
uanlpoſing and re-arranging the ſeveral parts of the 
ipels? Laſtly, the advantages to be derived from a 
ence of unchronological order are not ſo great, as 
author expects: for, when the queſtion relates to 
arrangement of the ſame ſet of facts, there can be 
| y one order, whatever that order may be, whether 
1 oo 22 2logical or unchronological, which can be the 
„ 20 f : and therefore, when two or more writers have 
plly a erently arranged the fame ſet. of facts, the imagined 
ellence cannot have been attained by all. Conſe- 
fach "> ſince the ſame ſet of facts are arranged by 
the cs Mark and St. Luke in one order, but by St. Mat- 
ribed, ae in another, an gpology for their arrangement, on. 
| | the 
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the principle that a better order may be deviſed, tw vet 
that of time, would not anſwer our purpoſe, en ji 
the principle itfelf were true. | 


Inſtead therefore of ſuppofing that our Evang. 
defignedly violated the order of time, and that wii ed 
knowledge of the real ſucceſſion of their fact; bo! 
purpoſely inverted them in their narrative, a ſuppoſia . 3: 
which is ſurely an affront to their judgement and on for 
fenfe, may we not rather fuppoſe, fince inſpiration Hen. 
not produce omniſcience, that, when the ſame fat x Th 
referred by one Evangeliſt to one period, by au ed þ 
Evangeliſt to another period of Chrift's life, they hat c 
a knowledge indeed of the facts themſelves, but fror 
not both of them had a knowledge of the partie imſel 
period in which they happened? St. Mark and l he 
Luke were not eye-witneffes to the tranſactions, wild. 


they have recorded, and St. Luke himſelf ackng 
tedges in his preface, that he had obtained his inh 
mation by diligent inquiry. It is therefore hig 
probable, that the real ſucceſſion of the events, wiit 
they have related, was not always known to the 
St. Matthew on the contrary, who was one of f 
twelve Apoſtles, muſt in general have known the 
ſucceſſion of the facts, which he has delivered: and 
he muft likewife have known, that in a narrative wil 
out dates the arrangement of the facts was the 0 
criterion, by which his reader could judge of | 
ſacceſfion, we muſt conclude that St. Matthew's on 
zs in general, I will not fay without exception, chrall 
bod: According to this repreſentation, we m 
ſatisfactorily explain all the differences in point of ti 
which are obfervable in the Goſpels of St. Matti 
St. Mark, and St. Luke: the explanation neither ol 
an affiont-to the judgement of the Evangeliſts, nor 
injury to the Chriſtian religion; and it even anticip® 
every objection on the ſcore of contradictions in ui 
becauſe, when only one among three writers, who l 
recorded the ſame facts, is ſuppoſed to lay claim 1 
preciſe knowledge of the times, in which the we 5 
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ea, the aſſertion, that he can be contradicted gn 
of time by the other two, becomes itſelf a con- 
iction. | | 
= The meaning of xabegns, Luke i. 3. will be ex- 
ed in the Diſſertation on the Origin of our three 
Ws Golpels. | 
But ſurely not at a venture, or without ſome ma- 
for arranging his facts in the order, which he has 
en. 6 
The meaning of avzrafzotei dinynow will be con- 
ed hereafter in the Diſſertation juſt mentioned. 
that can be obſerved at preſent is, that St. Luke is 
from applying the expreſſion avarafaclai dimynow 
imſelf, that he oppoſes it to xkabegns yeoabas, by 
h he denotes the plan, on which he himſelf pro- 
ed. Whatever therefore was the plan adopted by 
derſons of whom St. Luke ſpeaks in his Preface, 
annot argue from their plan to that of St, Luke, 
uſt rather deduce a contrary inference. 


| PAGE 12. | | 
In Luke iv. 14. as alſo in Matth. iv. 12. and Mark 
is deſcribed in general terms Chriſt's arrival in 
e after his baptiſm by John. In ch. iv. 15. St. 
ſays that © he taught in their ſynagogues being 
tied of all, without mentioning the name of any 
n particular. In ver. .16—30. (a portion peculiar 
Luke), is deſcribed Chriſt's arrival at Nazareth, 
anſactions there, and his departure. In ver. 31. 
cnbed Chriſt's arrival at Capernaum, and in the 
ing part of ch. iv. (not in ch. v. as our author 
are related certain miracles, which Chriſt per- 
d at Capernaum. St. Matthew, after having 
in ch. iv. 12. Chriſt's return to Galilee, deſcribes 
what was done by Chriſt before he came to 
th, nor what he did in Nazareth, but ſays in 
3. that he left Nazareth to go to Capernaum. 
ak allo relates in ch. i. 21. Chriſt's arrival in 
zum, and in ver. 22—39. he deſcribes the 
L, III. + | miracles, 
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Miracles, which St. Luke has deſcribed in ch. ft.; 
44. and ſome of theſe miracles are deſcribed hy 
Matthew, in ch. viii. Under theſe circumſtacgt 
muſt conclude that the miracles, to which Chrilt u 

in the ſynagogue at Nazareth (Luke iv. 23) od 
not thoſe miracles, which St. Luke has deſcrivel i 


latter part of ch. iv.: for not only St. Luke, bit! 
wiſe St. Matthew and St. Mark have aſſigned toll 
a period, which muſt be ſubſequent to that of Ci 
arrival at Nazareth, mentioned in Luke iv. 16, 1 
ſides, no hiftorian, who has a regard to confiſtay 
St. Luke certainly had, would in a former put 
hiſtory, introduce an alluſion to a fact as already 
pened, and yet record tliat fact in a later pat 8 
hiſtory. The miracles therefore performed at (4 
naum, to which alluſion is made in Luke, 
muſt have been performed on Chrift's journey tm 
-Galilee before he came to Nazareth. That vl 
has not mentioned Capernaum by name in ver k 
is true: but ſince he has given in that paſſage i 
general. deſcription, that Capernaum may be id 
in it, and bas expreflly ſaid in ver. 14, 15. thi 
had the power of the ſpirit,” and that © his fant 
throughout the region round about,” he cn 
charged with inconſiſtency. Of alluſions in ſpl 
facts not recorded in the narration itſelf exam 
be produced even from the claſſic author. } 
Livy introduces in B. XXI. ch. 18. a ſpeech z 
vered to the Roman ambaſſadors in the Carli 
ſenate, in which 'the orator alludes to the 105 
the treaty made by Aſdrubal relative to the d 
Saguntum was not ratified by the Carthaginian f 
ment. But in ch. 2. where Livy gives an a 
the treaty, this fact is left wholly annoticel 
example therefore, which our author has ſcledth 
| inſtance of St. Luke's inverſion of chronologi 
is not happily choſen: and fince St. Luke's : 
Chriſt's arrival at Nazareth in ch. iv. 16. ab 


parture from that place to go to Capernaum 
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exactly accords with St. Matthew's account in 
iv. 13. we muſt conclude that t. Luke as well 
St. Matthew, has here abided by the order of 
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e. THE SR | | 
. Not all the harmoniſts have adopted this ſtrange 
Wciple. Archbiſhop Newcome, for inſtance, in his 


but WW mony of the Goſpels (Dublin, 1778, fol.) has to- 
dot diſcarded it. | „ | 
A. In his Remarks on the Harmony of the Evan- 
161 ſts, written 1n German, and publiſhed at Lemgo, 


Ilten, 737, 40. | EY 


part al | 

:ca07 i | AGE 13. | 
pu Printed at Gottingen in 1762. 
at 0 | 


CS _ PAGE 14. 

oh d. The caſe in-queſtion is fimply this. In Matth. 

at 9 —22. and Luke ix. 57—60. is related a con- 
ton of Chriſt with two perſons, who wiſhed to 


Uke Nt, 


ver. 1,908 


face me bis diſciples. To the one Chriſt fays, © Foxes 
be holes, and the birds of the air have neſts, but 
„ th on of man hath not where to lay his head:* to the 
15 far „ who requeſted leave to bury his father, Chriſt 
\c rs, © Follow me, and let the dead bury their dead.” 
in ſpe St. Matthew and St, Luke relate the ſecond an- 
afk as given immediately after the firſt, and they agree 
bos. ice word for word in both anſwers. But the whole 
ecc oi ration, according to its poſition in St. Matthew's 
» Car el, took place near the lake of Gennefaret, whereas 
che fi ding to its poſition in St. Luke's Goſpel, it took 
to the on Chriſt's laſt journey from Galilee to Jeruſalem. 
jan A obrious concluſion therefore is, that St. Matthew 
© in ac as preſent at the converſation, has aſſigned to it 
notice. ee in bis Goſpel, to which it properly belongs, 
(elect hat St. Luke, who was not an Apoſtle, did not 
nologidl the exact time when it was held, and therefore 
kes ed to it a place in bis Goſpel, to which, if regard 
16. to chronological order, it did not belong. To 
rnaul, ſe that the former anſwer was delivered on two 


= Br different 
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different occaſions, that the one was noted by St, 1 
thew, the other by St. Luke, and that the («dM 


anſwer (which, as our author himſelf acknoul:«M 
was delivered only on one occaſion, and moreover, ii 


his opinion, on an occaſion different from either . 1 
other two) was annexed in each place by the Evan h S 
liſts themſelves to the former anſwer, is furely to try xiv. 

i greſs the bounds of probability. Unleſs the tuo d d⸗ 
ſwers had been delivered at the ſame time, th: da) 
Evangeliſts would hardly have agreed by mere acc ed 
in placing them together: and if the latter part delt! 
converſation took place only once, we muſt concl deatl 
the ſame of the former. wy 

3 the 

\ | | ich $ 
ether 

err. Mart 

| | +; | auth 

1. Our author here delivers very excellent n caſſen. 
though he himſelf has not always adhered to then third 
the examination of particular caſes. 5 ceeds 
IL 


FN TY ol PAGE Ig. KIND 
2. St. Matthew (ch. xxi. 23), and St. 
(ch. xi. 27.) determine the place, as St. Luke hu ot, 
done: but neither of them has even an alluſion 1 
time. | Es 
3. In Matth. xxi. 23—27. Mark xi. 2) twelve 
Luke xx. 1=8. the ſame thing is related by all uſo then 
Evangeliſts, and nearly in the ſame words. Tit fron 
therefore no room for contradiction. - Perhaps 
author means Matth. xxi. 33. compared with Mrs was 
Xii. 1. | | | 


| PAGE 17. orie « 
. Lightfoot, Whiſton, Whitby, and Maca bethan; 
| in favour of two different unctions: but erding 
biſhop Newcome, who takes the fame ſide of the of St. 
tion with our author, has very well anſwered th 
. —_— gun 
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Nents in his Notes on the Harmony of the Goſpels, - 
Ws 45 1 


. My: 
econl 
rledoy 2 IM 
ver, oi f PAGE: 22% 35 

( > 1 : # . | | 
The preſent queſtion lies in a very ſhort compaſs. 


of \ 3 0 - | | 
Lvaty 1 h St. Matthew in ch. xxvi. 2. and St. Mark in 


xiv, 1. have brought their narrative as far as the 


0 tral S 12 
no d day before the paſſover! for the latter ſays, © After 
the wif days was the feaſt of the paſſover, and of unlea- 


ed bread, and the chief prieſts and the ſcribes 


t of et how they might take him by craft, and put him 
auc death: according to the former - Chriſt ſays, © Ye 


pw that after two days is the feaſt of the paſſover, 
| the Son of man is betrayed to be crucified ;* on 
ich St, Matthew adds, ver. 3— 5. then aſſembled 
ether the chief prieſts, &c.* Both St. Matthew and 
Mark therefore agree (a circumſtance not noted by 
author) in determining as preciſely as poſſible, that 
aſſembly of the chief prieſts and elders was held on 
third day before the paſſover. St. Matthew then 
ceeds immediately in ver. 6—13. and St. Mark in 
3-9. to relate the unction of Chrift at Bethany, 
lage near Jeruſalem: on which St. Matthew adds, 
14, 15. then one of the twelve, called Judas 
lot, went unto the chief prieſts, and ſaid, What 
e give me, and I will deliver him unto you? * and 
Mark adds, ver. io. * and Judas Iſcariot one of 
twelve, went unto the chief prieſts, to betray him 
o them.“ It is evident therefore that Judas Iſcariot 
t from Bethany into Jeruſalem, not only on the 
day, that the aſſembly of the chief prieſts and 
1s was held at the houſe of Caiaphas (Matth. xxvi. 
but while they were {till ſitting; for they coyenanted 
ether, and agreed to give thirty pieces of filver, as 
price of the treachery. Copſequently, the undtion 
Bethany from which Judas was juſt come, muſt 

aecing to the repreſentation both of St. Matthew 
the of St. Mark have taken place likewiſe on the third 
ther before the paſſover. Further, not only the third 

ouſt * B 2 / | | day : 


them 


22 NOTES To CHAP; IT; SECT. Ill, 
day before the paſſover is determined by St. Mate ced 
in ch, xxvi, 2. and by St. Mark in ch. xiv. 1, H De 
likewiſe © the firſt day of unleavened bread is fe 
wards, determined by St. Matthew in ver. 17. and 
t. Mark in ver. 12. Here then we have two preij 
Points of time fixed by both Evangeliſts. To ſupp 
therefore that they could agree in fixing theſe two f 
Ciſe points of time, and yet place in the ſhort inten 
between theſe two points of time a tranſaRion, wii 
| they knew belonged to a different period, is to ſuppd 
that they acted on principles, which the very wi 
hiſtorian would not adopt. Archbiſhop Newcome 
his Notes to his Harmony, p. 40. fays, * It is nat 
to conclude from the accounts of St. Matthew! 
St. Mark that it happened two days before the paſſom 
Accordingly he refers in 'his Harmony, p. 214. | 
Jebb likewiſe” and ſome other harmoniſts have don 
Chriſt's, unction at Bethany to Wedneſday in Paſia 
week: and he endeavours to reconcile the Evangel 
by making in St. John's text a tranſpoſition ſimilar 
that, which our author: propoſes in reſpe& to! 
Matthew's. Namely he ſeparates John x1. 1. it 
the expreſſion vg if nurgw occurs, from ver. 2—. 
Which the unction at Bethany is related: he ja 
ver. 9, to ver. 1. and places them, p. 184. as belt 
ing to the Saturday before the paſſover, and trans 
the intermediate verſes 2— 8. to p. 214. as belong 
to n ne before the paſſover. But if wen 
in connection Jo in Xii. I, 2. O wv Inczs woo & 1 
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Te waoxs whe tis Bibasias, ors m Aadage; « ve e 
neige ex vexpwv. Emoinoav w auTwy deνuhͥ, ext, va. 1% alle! 
dine, %. T. A. we muſt perceive that it was St. IPs 
intention to fignify, that the ſupper at Bethany, hy 


which he ſpeaks in ver. 2. was given on at vey! 
at Bethany, of which he ſpeaks in ver. 1, and nd 
another viſit four days afterwards. | The mode of 
_ conciliation therefore adopted by thoſe who ele 
unction to Wedneſday is not more ſatisfactory, than 
which is given by our author, who refers it 6 
WES, —— ö | pre af 


This 
know) 


yen t 
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ceding Saturday, as Auguſtin has done in- his trea- 
De Conſenſu Evangeliſtarum, Lib. II. cap. Ixxviii. 
bm. III. P. ii. p. 55. ed. Benedict. Antwerp. What 
true ſolution of this difficulty is, Jam unable to 


Athen 
I. but 
alter 


ww termine: but for want of a better the following may 
15 aft be propoſed. It is probable, if we may judge 
„ m ſome of the oldeſt Greek manuſcripts, that St.“ 


hn expreſſed the number (whether k, or any 
her) not by a word, but by a Greek numeral letter. 
ppoſe then St. John wrote HPO T HMEPMN, that 
weo rel nus gu, his date will agree with that of 
Matthew and St. Mark, who ſay that the paſſover 
d after two days: for if we ſay that an event will 
ppen after two days, the day, on which we uſe the 
preſſion, is the third day before that event. But if 
John uſed the Greek numeral T, a tranſcriber might 


Intent 
: wii 
uppd 
y wo 
:0Mme | 
natun 
bew 4 
allorer 


* ly miſtake this figure, eſpecially if the croſs- ſtroke 
Paſln the bottom was longer than uſual, for the figure E, 


ich in the old Greek manuſcripts denotes tf, being 


angel . 

* thing more than an upright and an inverted F placed 
-- wil tether “, in the ſame manner as the Romans formed 
1. ir X from an upright and an 1nverted V. That 


two figures T and E may be eaſily confounded we 
ow from the example of Wetſtein, who has quoted 
Irom the Codex Bezæ in Mark xv. 33. though the 
pnuſcript itſelf has very legibly, and moreover a 
ma manu, as I can teftify from actual examination, 
e figure E, and in the Latin tranſlation on the oppo- 
e page, ſexta is written at full length. Now if in 
e of the earlieſt tranſcripts of St. John's Goſpel E 
6 falſely written for T, this miſtake might have been 


2b, 
he ja 
3 belot 
| trans 
belong 
f wet 
' & ml 


reha 


x4 1 M : | : 

St. J opagated ſo widely, as to prevent any manuſcript 
than extant from having the original reading. I am 
IL 6 however that even this ſolution is not free from 
nd not ; | objecs 
ode of | | | | % 
) reſer . This is the origin (which the native Greek grammarians did 
„than Wi won) of the figure g, which is nothing mote than P, with a 


it to 
Prec. 0 


oven to the lower ſtroke. 
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| ohjections: for St. John deſcribes in ch, xii. I2=j 
At Chriſt's tfiumphal entry into Jeruſalem as taking 50 
| the day after the unction at Bethany. 

6. Neither is the diviſion of St. Matthew's tem in 

the modern chapters the reaſon why we beliexe c 

St. "Matthew has determined the time of Chriſt's u 

tion at Bethany, nor wilt any new qiviſion, bona 

arttficial, prevent that belief. 


PAGE 23. 

The expreſſion © order of things ? is not pee 

to our author, for Chemnitz in the Prolegoment 
his, Harmony, p. 4. (ed. Francoturti, 1600, qto.) þ 
of St. Matthew, © Licet in pleriſque rerum potiſing 
rationem habens, hiſtoriam contexerit, &c.” and (1 
tius in his Note to Luke iv. 21. ſays, Lucam ad rent 
magis, quam ad temporum ordinem attendere: 


Bethat 
70 to 
ted by 
each 


other commentators - ule the ſame expreſſion, ta W cach 
they are not agreed in which of the Goſpels this ions, 
fed order is obſerved. Now when we ſpeak of Wipers. 
order of ume, every one knows exactly what is ma after 
but the term order of things is fo vague, that er. z. 
difficult to aſſign to it any determinate notion. K ſays 
may have a good order of things, or we may barg, 
bad order of things: but the beſt order of things and 
general, I will not fay without exception, that, chief 
agrees with the order of time. over; : 
8. See what was ſaid on this ſubject in Note: rminar 
the- W ſection. cannot 
Matthe' 
PAGE 24, Mag £1 
9. That the rebuke, which Judas Iſcariot rec 3. Ka. 
from Chriſt at the ünction in Bethany determined | Th 
in his reſolution to betray his maſter, that Chriſt's }crlatior 


buke therefore and Judas's revenge were caule Iaues i; 
effect, and that the account of the one is very pio, Lad 
joined by St. Matthew (and alſo by St. Mark) to 
account of the other I readily admit with our a0 a oe 


in oppoſition to Dr, Prieſtley, who ſays, in his O'vident 
ya 
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bons on the Harmony of the Evangeliſts, p. 100. 
he verſes Matth. xxvi. 6—13. which contain the 
ont of the unction, ſtand very awkwardly in their 
at ſituation.“ But J cannot agree with our author 
W the opinion, that ſeveral days elapſed between the 
tion at Bethany and Judas's going to the afſembly 
the chief prieſts with an offer to betray Chriſt, and 
ſequently that the account of the unction at Bethany 
gs to the beginning of Matth. xxi. according to 
caocder of time. For, whoever reads in connection 
With. xxvi. 111. muſt perceive that theſe three 
s, 1ft the aſſembling of the chief prieſts and elders 
the houſe of Caiaphas, 2dly the unction of Chriſt 
Bethany, and gdly Judas's' departure from Bethany 
go to the aſſembly of the chief prieſts; are repre- 
ted by both Evangelifts as facts immediately connected 
each other, and not as facts which were ſeparated 
n each other by the intervention of all thoſe tran- 
ions, which had been recorded in ſeveral preceding 
pters. St. Matthew having mentioned in ver. 2. 
after two days was the paſſover, immediately adds 
et. 3. TOTE gun n o dexieets, . r. x. and St. 
rk ſays, ver. 1 Hy de To TXEXH KT r * H tra 
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oy bee, x4 £CnTuv 08 EX pes, x. r. J. Both St. Mats 
nos and St. Mark therefore repreſent the aſſembly of 
at, chief prieſts as held on the third day before the 
drer; and though our author will not allow any 
rote 2 minate meaning to vort in St. Matthew's account, 
cannot explain away what is ſaid by St. Mark, 
Matthew then proceeds in ver 6. Ts de Ince yeropens 
| ava ey ole Erpawvog Te Atmen, X. T. X. and St. Mark, 
t rece 3. Ka. ovros ur ov Bub i oc Ti ru Aer, 
nined! They then relate the unction, with Chrift's 
hritserlation on it: which being ended, St. Matthew 
cauſe Wives in ver. 14. TOTE woptubeig Els 1 Mi, 9 


nog Ig9as Ionxpiwrns Weog rug akg, tine, x. T. X. 
dt. Mark in ver. 10. Kai o Isdæg o Ionaprurns, £68 
ena r eog rug HEY Epeis, *r. A. Here again 
erident that both St, Matthew and St. Mark re- 
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Preſent Judas as going immediately from the und 
at Bethany (a village not more than two miles fta 
Jeruſalem): to the afſembly of the chief prieſts wi 
elders, which was held during the time of the undiu 
and which did not break up before the artival 4 


- 


TOs This inftance is Matth. xxvii. 39, 60. comm. 

with John xix. 41, 42, St. Matthew, deſcribing wiyiiRk. 
burial of the body of Jeſus by Joſeph of Arimaty 
lays, eOmev.auro tv re Kay aure wnarig o Nenn g 
weres : but St. John, though he agrees with St. My 
thew in ſaying that the tomb was a new, one, does u 


well contend, that St. John has contradicted 8. | 


1 


mention either that eker 0 Joſeph, or that * 
had been made by his or Fo Of does either St. M 
or St. Luke mention theſs, two! circumſtances, Fu 4 
ther, our author obſerxes in the place, to which il, . 

alludes, that as Joſeph, (in his opinion) lived at l rdly 
mathea, it is not probable, that a tomb had been mH 

for him at Jeruſalem, becauſe it was the practice of Miſh: ir 

Jews to buxy'the dead, as ſoon, as poſſible, and na Cph 

tranſport them from one town to another, He s K. 
cludes therefore, that our preſent Greek text in Meet 

XXvii. 60. is faulty, and appeals to the Codex dd 

chelſeanus (to which may be added the MS. Wü bn 

Matthäi denotes by 7, and alſo the Armenian vel, Fu 
which omits aurs before. rns, and to the old A de ti 

and Philoxenian verſions, which, inſtead of « 2arven0 

expreſs m AAarqmpevor, the, former in the text itlell, Wh; 

latter in the margin. But theſe few authorities will a1 or i 

outweigh the united evidence of all other author: aft. 

and as no manuſcript has both alterations, it are, 

bable, unleſs the omiſſion of avre is to be aſcribet ted 

"an overſight, that each of them was made in order inſt C 
remove a ſeeming difficulty. Nor is there any nec. th 

for appealing to them; for when two hiſtorians WR; [of 

in the main fact, it cannot be ſaid that they contri was 
each other, merely becauſe the one omits a cee, 
ſtance, which the other has related, and we mig": St. bf 

t of 8 
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Gi e in relating ver. 39. that Nicodemus, of whom 
ni W. Mathew ſays not a word, aſſiſted Joſeph in the 
) a erment. As to the objection that a tomb at or 
ie War Jeruſalem could hardly be the property of Joſeph, 


Jof no weight whatſoever. For though we may 
from the expreſſion Ion o ano Ag (aa baue, that 
F iber born zi Ayimarhes, Sake he ſpent 
brmer part of his Mfe there, we are not warranted 
conclude that Arimathea was the place of his reſi- 
nce, when Chriſt was crucified, and that he was 
me to Jeruſalem ,at- that time męrely on account of 
e paſſover. On the contrary we may infer from 
ke Xxiii. 50, 51. that he was become a member of 
> Jewiſh Sanhedrim ; for St. Luke after haviag given 


e ticle Ceres, adds vros ct wy mugpmerareeyures xy 
ich d bn X24, TY πν f. r. N. ow St. Luke would have 
at dly thought it neceflary to obſerye, that Joſeph did 
=. aſſt, at that meeting of the Sanhedrim, which was 


d in order to concert meaſures againſt Chriſt, unleſs 
ſeph had been a member of the Sanhedrim : for when 
He as known, that a man has no right to be preſent at 
n Mat neeting, it 15 both uſeleſs and abſurd, to: ohſerve that 
did not attend It. F urther, St. Luke aſſigns the 
on why Joſeph did not attend that meeting 2 for he 
US vote T1v [3aointiav Ts Oe. We muſt con- 
de therefore that St. Luke has here uſed Pvawurng 
denote * a perſon who had a ſeat and voice in the 
phedrim,” not a magiſtrate of Arimathea, as our 
thor in the place to which he refers, has conjectured), 
at after he had applied this title to Joſeph, he was 
ae, his readers might ſuſpect, that Joſeph had 
Iſted at the deliberation (cuyna ra reh ſuevos ry Bean) 


n verb 
old dnn 
euro 0 
itſelt, 0 
will hai 
uthori 
it 18 
aſcribed 


det i b , a | 
n . falt Chriſt that he therefore thought it neceſſary to 
ny re them of the contrary, and to aſſign as a reaſon, 


0140 W Joſeph abſented himſelf, that he believed, that 


P tral 4 = * 
con! us was the Meſſiah. Laſtly, this explanation accords 
a cee well wi at g1 | 
1 y well with the account given by St. Matthew 
ve mo St. John, th | : 
* 1 n, that the tomb was a new one, and with 
M { 0 | . . 7 
: 1 St. Luke, that no one had been buried in it. 


For 


43 NorEs TO CHAP. 11. JECT. 1v. v. 


For if the family of Joſeph lived originally at Arn 
thea, and he himſelf was the firſt, who ſettled in Ten 
falem, we may ſuppoſe that in the vault, which 
as à man of Tank, and a man of confiderable Propery 
(whois, Matth. xxvii. 57.) would take care to lun 
ride at his new yu, of reſidence, no one of Joi 

family had been buried at. thi time, when Chriſt win 


R Pk. z 4 [1 
: ) „ 1 * . 


e FI. | 
W 00 720 BC T. IV. 
Fit 131141 . Ri Ace ES | 
r . oe 
* 1. What our author has written in the thirty pax 
fo which he here alludes; deſerves particular attentu 
But a tranſlation of the whole would take up too mul 
room in theſe notes: and a ſketch of his argument 
Vvnneceſſary, becauſe he himſelf has given it in tl 
| the | 525 yy | _ bs 5 | | "= 
3 - 5 „ PAGE 27. 5 IV. 
4. The ſymbolic books of the Lutherans correſpo 
to the thirty-nine articles of the church of England, 


Sx 


li ; 115 S EON Vis 
ea ISL e 
I. In this reference there muſt be ſome miſtake, Mn in v 
Luke i. 51. relates to Chriſt's return from JerulP3—90: 
to Nazareth, when he was twelve years of age, 2. Th: 
therefore admits of no compariſon with St. Mathe Chr 
hiſtory of Chriſt's infancy. Our author means 
compare Luke ii. 1—39. with Matth. i. 18—il. 2. W3- The 

2. Our author's Notes not only on the four Gol 
but on the whole New Teſtament have been ſince pi le ori, 
liſhed under the following title: J. D. Michaels moni 
merkungen für Ungelehrte zu ſeiner a 


NOTES TO CHAP. II. SECT. YI, 29 


en Teſtaments, Gottingen, 1790—1792, 4 vol. 


= | PAGE 31. | 

2 3. The German title of this work has been already © 
ntioned in Note 1. to Ch. ii. Sect. r, 

. i muſt be obſerved in juſtice to Leſſing, who was 
We: publiſher only, not the author of the fragments, 
the has accompanied the publication of that frag- 
at, in which the hiſtory of the reſurrection is at- 
ked, with a remark, in which he acknowledges, that 
differences in the accounts of the Evangeliſts can 
prove the fact ufelf. | 

5. Sec Note 2. to Ch. ii. Sect. 1. 


. 


1. In the new edition of Fabricii Bibliotheca Græca, 

fourth volume of which was publiſhed at Ham- 

g in 1795, the alpbabetical liſt of Harmonies is in 
dl, IV. p. 882—88g. and is augmented. by the addi- 

n of Harmonies, which were either. overlooked by 
bricius, or have been publiſhed ſince his time. But 

en in this improved catalogue is omitted Toinardi 
umonia Græco-Latina, Parifiis 1707, folio, a very 
inute, indeed anxiouſly minute Greek harmony, 

ich is not generally known. Another lift of Greek 
monies, with a diviſion into clafles, and the authors 
each claſs arranged in chronological order, may be 
u in Walchii Bibliotheca Theologica, Tom, IV. p. 
a Th: 5 

2. The German title of this book is, Haubers Leben 
u Chriſti, It was publiſhed at Lemgo in 1737, 


Lake, ! 
erulalt 
age, ® 
ſattbe 


neans e. | | 

ji, 21. 3. The Harmony publiſhed by Ottomar Luſcinius, 
ir Gos be was called in German, Othmar Nachtigal, bears 
nce I che original edition the name, not of Tatian, but of 


gelis! 


Zung 
Nel 


monius of Alexandria. The title of the original 
ton is, Evangelice hiſtoriæ ex quatuor Evangeliſtis 
| | perpetuo 


k 
| 
| 
1 
F 
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perpetuo tenore continuata narratio, ex Ammonii Als; 
andrint fragmentis quibuſdam e Greco per Ottoman 
Luſcinium verſa. At the end of this Latin. tranſliy 
which is not accompanied with the Greek tent, (a 
has Luſcinius mentioned in what library the Gr 
fragments from which he tranſlated, were prelerved) ; 
Finis perpetuæ narrationis evangelice. Ex Ammqy 
Alexandrino, per Ottomarum Luſcinium. The dit 
of the ſubſcription is, Auguſte Vindelicorum n 
Novembri, An. MDxX111. In the edition of the(}; 
thodoxographa, which was printed at Baſel in 1666 
this Latin tranſlation of Ottomar Luſcinius is re. pri 
p-. 221—23 , under the title, Evangeliorum quit 
narrat io ex Ammonio Alexandrino,' Ottomaro Ludi 


interprete.“ It is likewiſe re-printed in the Main 


Bibliotheca Veterum Patrum (Lugduni 1677, fol 
Tom. II. P. ii. p. 203—212.. But the editors of tt 
Maxima Bibliotheca have taken the liberty to altert 
title, and have affixed to the very ſame work, in! 
have compared both re- impreſſions of it, the title, nud 
Ammonii Alexandrini, &c.” but of Tatiani Affi$. 
Evangeliorum Diateſſaron, becauſe they ſuppoſed iu 
the harmony publiſhed by Luſcinius was really th 
of Tatian, for which they aſſign their reaſons, p. 2 
This alteration of the title has created very great cn 


fuſion: for one writer calls it by the original title, ab 


ther, as our author has done, by its title in the Mam 
Bibliotheca. With reſpe& to the work itſelf, it d 
an Harmony in the ſenſe, in which we underſtandit 
term, for it is nothing more than a ſummary ot ii 
life of Chriſt delivered in the author's own words. | 
conſiſts of four Parts. The firſt Part contains i 
account of Chriſt's birth, but without any genealt 
the account of his going to Jeruſalem when be it 


twelve years of age, the account of his baptiſm, and 


return to Galilee. The ſecond part is entitled, A 

primus dominicæ prædicationis: the third part, Dom 

nice prædicationis annus ſecundus: and the fourth ph 

Tertius annus dominice prædicationis. " 
} ; b & 
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. The title of the work publiſhed by Michael 
bann emler is, Quatuor Evangeliorum conſonantia, ab 
l mmonio Alexandrino congeſta, ac a Victore Capuano 


5 ( 
Ora 
&) 


piſcopo tranſlata. Moguntiæ. And the ſubſcription 
W: the end of the work is, Moguntiz in ædibus Joannis 
W:ocffer, Anno falutis Mpxx1111, Menſe Februario. 
ds an Harmony in the proper ſenſe of the word, for 


mow 
c is a compilation from the tour Goſpels, in which the 
Words of the Evangeliſts are retained. It confiſts of an 


he 0 
155 
Prat 
juatur 
,ulcny 
aum 
fol 

of th 
ter 


oncdred and eighty-one ſections or chapters, to the 
Wt of which is prefixed St. Luke's Preface. Ch. 1. re- 
tes to the Ayes, John i. 1. &c. ch. ii. iii. iv. contain 
ee account of the birth of Chriſt, and of John the 
WE:ptift taken from Luke i. 65 &c. ch. v. contains the 
enealogy of Chriſt, taken from Matth. 1. and ſo on. 
we have a ſhort Harmony of the Evangeliſts in 
agliſn, formed exactly on the fame plan.) To the 
W:rmony itſelf is prefixed the preface of Victor, who 


„ tor (as Biſhop of Capua in the ſixth century, and who 
, 0.0 rade the Latin tranſlation, which Memler publiſhed. 
n this preface Victor ſays, that his copy of the Greek 
cd tut rięinal, from which he made the tranſlation, had no 
I ile, and therefore that, as two Greek writers, Tatian 
p. nd Ammonius had written Greek harmonies, he "was 
cat co WW ncertain, to which of the two the work in queſtion 
le, hold be aſcribed. His words are, Dum fortuitu in 
Man anus meas incideret unum ex quatuor Evangelium 
it 15-00 dompoſitum, et abſente titulo non invenirem nomen 
and i lutoris, & c. and he afterwards concludes, ut jure 
ot mbigi poſffit, utrum Ammonii, an Tatiani inventio 
as, ooſdem operis debeat eſtimari. He is inclined how- 
ain ver to aſcribe it to Tatian. But Memler, in his 
ned edication to Chancellor Weſthauſen, ſays, that moſt 
he er the learned were of opinion that not Tatian, but 
and 0A mmonius was the author of it, for which reaſon he 
, Au cribed it to Ammonius in the title page. In the ſame 


edication Memler likewiſe ſays, that the Latin manu- 
cript, from which he printed the work, was preſerved 
' the library belonging to a convent at Erbach in the 


i 
i 


Electorate 


monio Alexandrino authore. But though the tens 


EA > ai ts iy ER oe 


but are diſtinguiſhed only by a marginal notain 


Tatiani,' and yet leaving the epithet Alexandiy 
which cannot be given to Tatian, unaltered, have pe 


andrino authore. Here we have another ſource d 


editions of it. 


the Greek, the German tranſlation was undoubtt 
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Electorate of Mentz, Memler's publication wa; g 
printed in the Maxima Bibliotheca veterum pau 
(Lugdini 1667.) Tom. III. p. 266—299. under x 
title Sanctorum quatuor Evangeliorum Harmonia 1, AARR* 


the Harmony itſelf agrees with the text of Menues 
edition, as I have found on comparing them, y« vii Gi 
hundred and eighty-one chapters are not ſepm e 
from each other with titles at the head of each chm 


Another re- impreſſion of this work is given in theo 
thodoxographa, p. 110—188. of the edition printed; e 
Baſel in 1555: but the editors of the Orrhodoxograuil 
have altered the title, and have changed © Ammonit y 


fixed to their re-impreſſion of Memler's edition tit 
title, Evangeliorum quatuor Harmonia, Tatiano Al 


confuſion in reſpect to the two harmonies; for, ai 
publication of Ottomar Luſcinius is called by a 
critic Tatian's harmony according to its title in i 
Maxima Bibliotheca, by another critic the Harmony : 
Ammonius, according to its original title, ſo the phe 2 
lication of Michael Memler is called by one critic th 
Harmony of Ammonius, by another the Harmon 
Tatian, according to its different titles in the differ 


Of the harmony tranſlated into Latin by Victor 
Capua, and publiſhed by Michael Memler there ei 
an old German tranſlation, though no one 1: nows WINE & 
whom or in what century it was made. A vl. 
manuſcript containing, this old German tranſlation 
gether with Victor's Latin, from which, and not fro 


made, belonged formerly to Franciſcus Junius, il 
whoſe library it came with the reſt of Junius's mig er's 


ſcripts into the Bodleian library at Oxford. Ser i have | 


TW 
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WS: I. p. 249. Ne 5113. Palthenius, Profeſſor at 
ocrald, took a copy of this MS. during his reſidence 
WOxford, and publiſhed it at Griplwald in 1706. In 
Appendix to the ſecond volume of Schilter's The- 
rus, Which was publiſhed after Schilter's death, this 
German tranſlation, together with Victor's Latin 
We-printed under the following title: Tatiani Syri 
nonia Evangelica, e Latina Victoris Capuani ver- 
We tranflata in linguam Theotiſcam antiquiſſimam. 
tio poſt primam Palthenianam nova emendatior: 
apographa duo MSta, et curas J. Schilteri poſthu- 
ſtudioſe recenſita, ſubjectis notulis. Ulme 1727. 
But in Schilter's preface, and in the running title 
Whe top of each page is Tatiam Alexandrini Har- 
Wiz, &c. as in the Orthodoxographa. The Latin 
of this work, with exception to a few various 
ings, agrees, as I have found on actual compariſon 
che Latin text publiſhed by Memler, though 
aer has affixed to is edition. the title Quatuor 
geliorum conſonantia ab Ammonio, &c. With. re- 


79 to the diviſions, the firſt ſeventy-five chapters are 
02 lame in both. texts; Ch. I. begins in both texts 
oy * Quoniam quidem multi conati ſunt,” &c. Luke 
epi and Ch, LXXV. ends in both texts with ' aliud 
uy , em centeſimum, aliud autem ſexageſimum, aliud 
non triceſmum, Matth. xiii. 23. In the text printed in 


ers Theſaurus there is a chaſm from Ch. LXXVI. 
. CLI. probably becauſe there was a chaſm there 
nus's manuſcript : but Ch. CLIII. begins, as in 
er's text, with Et factum eſt cum conſummaſſet 
5 ou Ke. Matth. xxvi. 2. From this place to the 
10 though the two texts are the ſame, and both of 
clole with the ſame words, prædicaverunt ubique 
no co-operante et ſermonem confirmante, ſequen- 
ſignis, Mark xvi. 20. yet the chapters do not 
pond, becauſe the diviſions are leſs numerous in 
ler's edition than they are in the other. | 

ave been thus particular in the deſcription. both 
e original editions, and of the re - impreſſions of 
v. III. * C | the 


1 
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the two harmonies in queſtion, in order to correct x 
miſtakes which have been made about them. Emil 
Fabricius in his Codex Apocryphus N. T. Ton 


ie 
Nee 
pec 


p. 378. has confounded theſe two harmonies, his 
aſſerted that the harmony, of which Palthenius i efac 
a copy, was the fame as the harmony publiſhed y 
Ottomar Luſcinius : but this is ſo far from being cri 
that on the contrary it is the very ſame as the hamwiWrrat! 
publiſhed by Michael Memler, as appears from it 
was ſaid in the preceding paragraph. However it mo 
extraordinary, that Fabricius and other critics Hidin 
confounded the two harmonies, ſince the original e it 
tious by Luſcinius and Memler are very ſcarce, i bt, 
the re- impreſſions of them, as well in the Orthod Amr 
grapha as in the Maxima Bibliotheca, the titles H mot 
not only been altered, but altered in ſuch a mano liv: 
that the harmony which in the one bears the ided 
of Ammonius, bears in the other the name of Tau his : 
and vice verſa. Hence different harmonies have e tten 
er by the fame name, and the ſame harmo e 
ifferent names, according as critics uſed the Oflatic 
doxographa or the Maxima Bibliotheca. Other rb 
again have quoted from the quotations of their Miſtry 
ceſſors, without conſulting the harmonies theme Orig 
and have thus added confuſion to confuſion, Alexa 
length the reader is involved in a labyrinth, moni 
which nothing but the clue of Ariadne can ewe yea 
him. | | the H: 
| Ividec 
een 32 erſcrip 
5. The firſt queſtion to be aſked is: who d= dom 
author of the Greek Harmony, of which OW the an 
Luſcinius publiſhed a Latin tranſlation? That cribe 


aſcribed to Ammonius of Alexandria in the elution e 
which Luſcinius bimſelf publiſhed appears fron dus, 
title, which has been already quoted in Note; 
likewiſe bore the name of Ammonius in the G 


manuſcript, from which Luſcinius made his be a 


tranflation: for though Luſcinius has not declare! WW Blow 
: | * 3 . 
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WE: terms, and indeed did not think it neceſſary, 
Nee it could not occur to him that any one would 
oecd him of having prefixed a name, which was not 
his manuſcript, yer the following paſſage of his 
ace evidently implies that the name of Ammonius 
y was prefixed to the Harmony in the Greek ma- 
W(cript. Docet ſacer Auguſtinus, qua ratione una 
ratio omnium quatuor complecti poſſit dicta. Euſe- 
in ea pulchram navavit operam. Nec minorem 
u monius Alexandrinus, in cujus fragmenta jampridem 


iff idimus, modo fallax non fit titulus. From this paſ- 
Ale lit appears likewiſe that Luſcinius himſelf was in 
bt, whether the Harmony was not falſely aſcribed 


Ammonius of Alexandria, Now if the well known 


« l8m0n1us of Alexandria is meant, namely the Ammonius 
no lived in the former part of the third century, who 
eu ided the Goſpels into the ſections, which are known 
Tau bis name, and who iss ſaid by the ancients to have 


ve de 
non} | 
1 


r will 


Witten a Harmony, he certainly was not the author 
hat Harmony, of which Luſcinius made a Latin 
pllation, For the eccleſiaſtical writers before the 
rth century were not of opinion that Chriſt's 


ic peifWiiſtry laſted three or even two years. Clement 
em{et Origen, both of them, as well as Ammonius lived 
n, e Alexandria, (and the latter was contemporary with 
th, M monius) confine Chriſt's miniſtry, the one to a 


emu e year, the other to a year and a few months #. But 
be Harmony publiſhed by Luſcinius Chriſt's miniſtry 
vided into a hiſtory of three years, not only in the 
erſcriptions to the ſeveral portions, as * annus pri- 
Is dominice prædicationis, &c.“ which the advocates 
the antiquity of this work might ſay were added by 
nſcribers, but likewiſe in the text itſelf. For the 
tion entitled, Dominice predicationis annus ſe- 


0 WI 
1 Ori 
[hat | 


1e edi 


from dus, begins with © Anni autem ſecundi initium 

ote 3 Ba | Jeſus, 

the Gl ä | 

his The authorities for theſe aſſertions will be quoted in Note . 
te Blowing ſection. _ : 


clared 


el C 2 
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Jeſus, &c. and ends with © Et he quidem res 
finem ſecundo dominicæ prædicationis anno impoſyey: 
and the laſt portion begins with * Extremus any 
dominicæ prædicationis, qui, &c.” Conſequently An 
monius, who lived in the third century was not th 
author of this Harmony. For the fame rea WM 
Tatian, who lived ſtill earlier, was not the author oil 
it, though the editors of the Maxima Bibliotheca wi 
feveral other critics call it Tatian's Harmony. Beſda 
that it is neither Ammonius's nor Tatian's is evidy 
for other reafons. For Euſebius in his Epiſtle to (u 
pianus, fays of Ammonius, ro d Tiroapus nun wn 
ArNννẽE. EVEYYEASOV, TW XaTH% Mar, Tas opro@tve; Twi um 
eva yVeroru Tepmeorxs Wepxles, and then adds that 
plan adopted by Ammonius ſuggeſted to him the u 
canons, which he himſelf drew up. But the nat 
publiſhed by Luſcinius is formed upon a very diff 
plan, being nothing more than a ſummary of the lil 
of - Chriſt delivered in the author's own words, ui 
without regard to parallel paſſages. And that it is wilt. 
Tatian's appears from the deſcription, which Theodar 
has given of Tatian's Harmony. For Theodoret i 
( Heret. Fab. Lib. I. cap. 20.) of Tatian, vr; w | 
TEUT EGU KaASpEevou avure)urey EU DN ,, Tag Te Y 

| Wege ac, X&%b T% GAAG 00 £x oT5ga0n0; Abd Xara 0 
yeyernperor Tov Kugioy dev: but the author of i 
Harmony publiſhed by Luſcinius, though he 
omitted rhe genealogies, is ſo far from having avol 
all reference to Chriſt's deſcent from David, that u 
very firſt paragraph he has related the birth of Cii 
in the following words, quum Joſeph Bethlid 
que civitas erat David, ad quem genus referebat, & 
Laſtly, the very title To di TETF&puv £VaY YEA, Wik 
is applied by Theodoret and Euſebius to the harmoil 
of Tatian and Ammonius, is wholly unſuitable w 
work publiſhed by Luſcinius. < Whether this work 
really written by ſome other perſon called Ammon 
who lived in a later age, ſince the name of Ammo 
was prefixed to it in the Greek manufeript, or wit 
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ss a mere forgery in the name of Ammonius, who 
ed in the third century, is a queſtion, which it is 
WE /icult to determine, and is in fact of no importance. 
Will (Prol. ſect. 353.) is of the former opinion: but 
ce no eccleſiaſtical writer ſpeaks of any harmony, or 


en of any life of Chriſt written by another Ammonius, 
e latter opinion is not improbable, unleſs the author 
cd in ſuch obſcurity as to remain wholly unknown. 
ts WM owever, if it is a forgery, and was deſigned to be 


ooſed on the world, as the harmony of that Ammo- 
Ws, who lived in the third century, the author of it 


Wn: ſhown himſelf to be wholly unqualified for the 
at th be remaining queſtion to be aſked is: Who was 
author of that harmony, which was publiſhed by 


cchael Memler? That this harmony is a Latin 
Woſlation made in the fixth century by Victor of 
ua from a Greek manuſcript, of which the title 
taining the name of the author was loft, that Victor 
Werefore was in doubt whether he ſhould aſcribe it to 
tan or to Ammonius, but that he was inclined to 
ribe it to the former, that Memler on the contrary 
bed it to Ammonius and accordingly publiſhed it 
er his name, but that the editors of the Orthodoxo- 
ha in their reimpreſſion of Memler's edition again 
Wened it to Tatian, appears from what has been ſaid 
e preceding note. Now the queſtion, whether this 
Tatian's harmony lies in a very ſhort compaſs: for 
Wa not only the paſſages which relate to Chriſt's 
nt from David, but in ch. v. has the genealogy 
tained in Matth. i. at full length, and likewiſe a 
of the genealogy in Luke iii. which, as Theodoret 
preflly ſays,” were not in Tatian's harmony. And 
chary of Chryſopolis, who lived in the twelfth cen» 
7, and wrote a commentary on that very harmony 
Ich was tranflated by Victor and publiſhed by 
mler, declares in his Preface, that Tatian's harmony 
even at that time no longer in exiſtence. Zachary's 
= O:4 com- 
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commentary together with the text of the harnyy 
itſelf is printed in the Maxima Bibliotheca, To 
XIX. p. 741—958. and is divided, as in Meni 
edition, into an hundred and eighty-one chapter q 
ſections. In the Preface (p. 742.) after mention 
that Ammonius and Tatian had written harmonies by 
that Tatian's was no longer in exiſtence, that Avouſi 
had written a Concordia Evangeliftarum, and tk 
others had followed his example, he proceeds th 
At vero hujus operis quis author imo ordinator extia 
nihil intereſt ignorare. Etenim tam verba quam ( 
tentiæ non nifi Evangeliſtarum ſunt. Matthæi nang 
dictis reliquorum trium excerpta (quod cuilibet js 
quirenti facile eft cognitu) arte mirifica magiſque tn 
vitate miranda junguntur. Hoc autem prenomintul 
Ammonium feciſſe, ſcribit Euſebius Carpiano. . 
Euſebius in his Epiſtle to Carpianus certainly fs 
Ammonius, TW xaras Manhaiw Ta&; ojpoOtres v0 Jun 
£vaYyerionu Weemoras Wael, and therefore Zach 


is ſo far right. But when he fays that this deſcrti . 
applies to the harmony, on which he wrote a comm. m 
tary, he aſſerts what is not true. For in this ham 
as both Zachary and Memler have it, ch. i. coin 

a paſſage. from St. John's Goſpel, ch. ii. fron ge 


Luke's Goſpel, and in this manner to the end di 
whole work the chapters contain paſſages. ſometi 
from one Goſpel, ſometimes from another. But! 
harmony of Ammonius, according to the wort 
Euſebius, and even according to the. interpret 
which Zachary himſelf has given them, muſt i 
contained St. Matthew's Goſpel throughout, and. 
poſite to St. Matthew's text the correſpondent poſi 
of the other Evangeliſts in the ſame manner as mo 
harmonies do. Zachary's appeal therefore to Eult 
inſtead of proving, that the harmony, which Vids 
Capua tranſlated into Latin in the fixth centur), 
which Zachary himſelf wrote a commentary on 
twelfth, and which harmony was printed by Mc 


4 


ee ſixteenth century, was written by the Ammonius 
10 TS [cxandria, who lived in the third century, proves 
Toy Very reverſe. f | 
Gy appears then, that neither the work publiſhed by 
ies OS mar Luſcinius, nor the work publiſhed by Michael 
10100 mler can be aſcribed either to Tatian, or to the 
nes OS monius, who lived in the third century. 
dug. in the Codex Johnſonianus, Wetſtein's Codex 72 
nc OS: Goſpels, a MS. ſuppoſed to have been written 
4s debe cleventh century, there is a marginal ſcholion to 
ez (th. xxvii. 49. in which Tatian is quoted: but he 
am u bere quoted by his name Tariavs, not by the title 


| namp # s. See Wetſtein's Note to Matth. XXVIl. 49. 

ibet jt . Theſe ancient chapters are commonly called the 
{que SS monian ſections, from Ammonius, who made theſe 
minatu 


bons. In reſpect to the manner, in which Euſebius 
led theſe ſections, and the uſe to be made of his 
Wy canons, ſee Note 31. to Vol. II. ch. xii. of this 
oduction. 


b. N 
ly ſayst 


T Mt 


zZ Since four. things, when taken three and three, 

elch be combined four ways, and when taken two and 

come, may be combined fix ways, Euſebius, if he had 

harm e all poſſible combinations, would with the firſt 

= a, which contains the paſſages common to all four 
0 


Wngeliſts, and the laſt canon, which contains the 
ges peculiar to each, have had upon the whole 
ve tables. But he reduced them to ten, becauſe 


end df | 


ſometil 


But! ound no paſſage, which was common to the Goſpels 
volk st. Mark and St. John, which was not likewiſe 
erprta tained in the Goſpels, either of St. Matthew or of 
muſt oke, and none, which were common to St. Mark, 
, and Lake, and St. John, which was not likewiſe con- 
„ ed in the Goſpel of St. Matthew. 1 
as molt 
o Eulil | PAGE 33. 1 Ca 
h Wa. This Ludolphus was a German Carthuſian monk 
entuß the fifteenth century. His work entitled © Vita 
ary 0" WP Chriſti, ex quatuor Evangeliſtis aliiſque ſcripto- 


by Mo: eccleſiaſticis conflata, cum commentario, was 


c 4 
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Bibliotheca theologica, Tom. IV. p. 866. and Fix 
IV. P- 847. 


where, his Monoteſſaron was firſt printed I knowm b 
but all his works were publiſhed at Paris in 152, 


treatiſe, De conſenſu quatuor Evangeliſtarum. 


all times, as appears from the very title, Conc 
evangelica, in qua præterquam quod ſuo loco ponuii 
quæ evangeliſtæ non ſervato recenſent ordine, &c. 
been written by Chemnitz. 


rately: and the whole work, including the contil 


_ that in a} our Goſpels the facts are arranged in c 


many tranſpoſitions in the Goſpel of St, Matthen, 3 


40 NOTES TO CHAP. II. SECT. vi. 
firſt printed at Straſburg in 1474, and was held in ſy 


High eſtimation, that it not only went through at 1 ' | 
thirty editions, in France, Germany, and 1aly, wil 
was tranflated into French and Italian. See Wil 


Bibliotheca Latina mediæ et infime Latinitatis, Tull 

10. Jean Charlier de Gerſon was chancellor « H | 
umverſity of Paris at the end of the fourteenth x 
the beginning of the fifteenth century. When, 


2 vol. fol. and again in 1606, in 4 vol. fol. Hes 
(for I never read his works) to have followed Augulih 
and to have completed what Auguſtin began i 


11. At Louvain. The Concordia cvangelic't 
ſelf, the work, which properly belongs to the pre 
place, was firſt printed at Louvain in 1549. Bu 
ſen did not adopt Oftander's principle, at leaſt no 


12. Ihe edition of 1 ol Ergo only what i | 
| The continuations of e v. 
Leyſer and Gerhard were afterwards publiſhed 


tions, was firft pubhſhed at Geneva in 1628, \ 
Walchi Bib. Theol. Tom. IV. p. $71. 4 
Iz. Chemnitz may in ſome things have fol 
 Ofiander too cloſely, but Oſiander's leading princſt 


nological order, was abſolutely rejected by Chemill 
for he ſays, in his Prolegomena, p. 2. (ed. Franco 
1600, Ato.) Unus idemque Evangeliſta non ſem 
et ubique in omnibus ordinem temporis et ſeriem ente 
geſtarum anxie obſervat, And whoever conſuls 8 
Harmony itſelf will find, that Chemnitz has u 
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ede in his opinion (Prol. p. 4.) St. Matthew had 
t auently departed from the order of time. Conſe- 
\ W:cntly Chemnitz, inſtead of being ranked among the 
[Wi owers of Oſiander, as he is not only by our author, 
«off: by ſeveral other writers on this ſubject, ought to be 


| Wd at the head of the other claſs of harmoniſts. 
4. It was reprinted in 1684, and 1695. Craddock 
not adopt the ſtrange principle of Oſiander. 


th al 

cn, PAGE 34. | 

«  : ;. Our author mentions here only Lamy's Com- 
520 eatary, whereas he ought to have mentioned likewiſe 
e v WS: Harmony itſelf, which has the title, Hiſtoria, five 


Woncordia quatuor Evangeliftarum, Parifus, 1689, 
| in mo. Lamy, who rejected the principle adopted by 
Wander, adheres to St. Matthew's arrangement of 


Ie! J te facts, which he has in common with St. Mark and 
e pech Luke. | | eee 

But ns. Le Clerc's Greek and Latin Harmony was 
t not inted at Amſterdam in 1699. The edition of 1700 


oncWntains the Latin only. To Le Clerc's Greek Har- 
onvtWony our author might have added Nicolai Toinardi 
Warmonia Græco-Latina, Pariſiis, 1707, fol. It is a 
Fork of particular uſe to thoſe who wiſh to examine 
s oe verbal agreement of the Evangeliſts, for Toinard 
not only placed in adjacent columns the parallel 
conua lages, but has parallelized even fingle words. 
528. 0 17. © Tenth ' is a miſtake for © fourteenth.” | 
18. Whiſton, on comparing the order of the fact 
bobo corded in Matth. iv. vii. ix. X. Xi. xi. xiii. xiv,” with 
te order in which the ſame facts are arranged in the 
oſpels of St. Mark and St. Luke, obſerved that St 
lk and St. Luke agreed in their arrangement of the 
races, but that St. Matthew in the above-mentioned 
apters frequently differed in his arrangement. This 
cated no difficulty to Ofiander and his followers, who, 
ofols ftcad of untying the knot, cut it at once by making 
dame facts happen as often, as they found them 
tchen, i erently arranged in different Goſpels, But Whiſton, 
| | who 
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who had too much good ſenſe to become a diſcipl 


Ofiander, was reduced to the neceſſity of ach . 
ledging, that many of the facts, which are related u offi 
common by St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St. Luke, a3 e 
arranged in unchronological order, either in the G0 
of St. Matthew, or in the Goſpels of St. Mark wi y be 
St. Luke. But as Whifton would not admit tle ww e 
Poſition, that the Evangeliſts themſelves had dem. 
from chronological order, ſince this order is the m the 
perſpicuous, which an hiſtorian can adopt, he fan Mt o<y 
other method of extricating himſelf from the diffcih ch: 
than to ſuppoſe, that either St. Matthew on the «(1+ 
hand, or St. Mark and St. Luke on the other, array Jon; 
their facts in an order different from that, whict vi, 
#owWw find in their Goſpels, and conſequently that eie hel nf 
in the one or in the other, tranſpoſitions bad Priel 
made by tranſcribers. And as there is leſs improbabl Goſpe 
in ſuppoſing, that tranſpoſitions have been made in es the 
Goſpel, than in ſuppoſing that the ſame tranſpoſumeaſt g. 
have been made in two, Whiſton had recourſe t 9. 7: 
former conjecture. And, as he believed that St. MyWywhich 
derived the principal materials of his Goſpel from H vas | 
of St. Matthew, and juſtly argued (whether the M728, 
miſes themſelves are true is another inquiry) that 730. 

writer, who was neither an Apoſtle, nor eye-witnels| 

the facts, which he has recorded, would, in copyll 

from an author, who was both, retain the arrangem o. 2 
of the facts, which that author had obſerved, Wii Goſpe 
further concluded, that St. Matthew's Goſpel, u Merred: 
primitive ſtate, contained the facts in the ordei eknight, 
which they are arranged by St. Mark, and conſeque Haube 
in the order in which they are arranged by St. LW... 505 
This mode of reaſoning is fo far from involving ch uſefu 


abſurdity, that it is really ingenious: and Wille wony (} 
conjecture, notwithſtanding the difficulties, 1 
which it labours, and thoſe difficulties are not fol 
ſtill leſs exceptionable, not only than the principe 
Oſiander, but even than the principle adopted b 
author, that the Evangeliſts deſignedly departed 
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order of time, in order to render their. hiſtories 
ee perſpicuous. However there is not the leaſt 
W-cfity for having recourſe to Whiſton's conjecture, 


1 ce the difference in the arrangement of the facts in 
x WS Goſpels of St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St. Luke 
uu be explained in a much more ſatisfactory manner. 


b bat has been already ſaid in Note 2. to ch. ii. 
=. :. and what will hereafter be ſaid on this ſubje& 
| the Eflay on the origin of our three firſt Goſpels. 
Whoever wiſhes particularly to examine the objections 
ich may be made to Whiſton's conjecture, may 
Mult an anſwer written by Mr. Jeremiah Jones, 
long after Whiſton's publication, and entitled, 
\ Vindication of the former part of St. Matthew's 
ſel from Mr. Whiſton's charge of diſlocations.” 
| Prieſtley, in his © Obſervations on the Harmony of 
Goſpels * (prefixed to his Greek Harmony) p. 90. 
es the other ſide of the queſtion, and agrees, partly 
aſt with Whiſton. 5 Ui 
9. This work conſiſts of three Tomes, the third 
which 1s ſubdivided into two volumes. The firſt 


not 

. 
eithd 
| bet 
\abli 
In 0 
oficial 
{0 U 
. Mat 
JM U 


he Vi: 728, and the third, conſiſting of two volumes, 
that 730. | „ : 
tne W 

copy PAGE 36. 


0000. Here may be mentioned, A Harmony of the 


Wü Goſpels; in which the natural order of each is 
GY, n erved: with a Paraphraſe and Notes, by James 
ordel, 


cknight, London, 1756, 2 vol. 4to.“ Macknight, 
1 Hauber, adheres cloſely to the principle of Oſi- 
k; 

olving 
hilt 
8, W 
got fey 
incipl 
ed b. 
ned 


6 upon Macknight's Harmony of the four Goſpels, 
ar as relates to the hiſtory of our Saviour's refur- 
on, firſt publiſhed in 1764, and reprinted in 
XI. p. 359—4009. of the edition of Lardner's 
publiſhed in 1709 %% 8 

21. The 


was publiſhed in 1727, the ſecond was publiſhed 


er: but his paraphraſe and commentary contain 
h uſeful information! Whoever makes uſe of this 
mony ſhould compare with it Lardner's Obſerva- 


ee i ante ů—õÜ[ 4 — 
1 = . 
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21. The German title is, Die vier Evangeli 1 


mit ihren eigenen Worten zuſammengeſetzt, und w RAR © 
deutſcht, auch mit hinlänglichen Erklärungen ver es 
Tom. I. Hamburg, 1766. This volume extend Im. 
ſurtber than Matth. vii. 29.: but Büſching, though oP 
lived above five and twenty years after this pub lau & 
did not continue it. Whether he altered his ˖iä a 
in reſpect to Oſiander's principle, which he had adopd ne 
or whether he had other reaſons for diſcontinuing Mey 
work, I know not. _ cc 
22. The German title is, Neue Harmonie det 
Evangeliſten, Halle, 1767, 4to. Bertling, like RH fte 
rejects the principle of Oſiander. ist 
23. Here our author ſhould have mentioned tt | le 
Greek Harmony of archbiſhop Newcome, which e 
publiſhed at Dublin in 1778, under the following t 
A Harmony of the Goſpels, in which the orejfiF" 7+ 
text 15 diſpoſed after Le Clerc's general manner, wiki ** 
fuch various readings at the foot of the page, as Wl 2 
received Wetſtein's fanction in his folio edition di 
Greek Teſtament. - Obſervations are ſabjoined, tei 
to ſettle the time and place of every tranſaction, WARE”. 
eftabliſh the ſeries of facts, and to reconcile ſeen" 
inconſiſtencies. The notes annexed to this Ham ©: 
are very valuable: they diſplay ſound judgement, uſo" 
great critical knowledge. WW 
Dr. Prieſtley has publiſhed two Harmonies, bee. 
entitled, A Harmony of the Evangeliſts in Greet, eh 
which are prefixed critical | diſſertations in Ei 
London, 1777, 4t0. the other © A Harmony v8 A 
Erangeliſts in Engliſh, with critical diſſertation, A bie 
occaſional paraphraſe, and notes for the uſe of the M 
learned, London, 1780, gto. 8 
24. All the modern harmonies of the four G 
of which we have above an hundred in various EH 
gvages, may be divided into two claſſes: 1ſt Huo\fſ=* | 
nies, of which the authors have taken for granted, 0 = 
all the facts recorded in ali the four Goſpels are Ara — 


in chronological order, and 2dly Harmonies, of u 


- —_ 
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on WW: ithors bare admitted, that in one or more of the 
1 {RS Goſpels chronological order has been more or leſs 
mn Wt: d. Ofiander, or as he was called in German, 
1300, is ar the head of the firſt claſs, Chemnitz 

c head of the ſecond. The harmonies of the for- 


** Lad are very ſimilar to each other, becauſe though 
vi authors of them had to interweave the facts recorded 
jr ne Goſpel with the facts recorded in another, yet, 


ey invariably retained the order which was obſerved 
each Goſpel, and conſequently repeated whatever 
occurred in different places in different Goſpels, 
ten, as thoſe facts preſented themſelves to the har- 
iſts in their progreſs through the Goſpels, there 
les room for material deviations in their plan and 
od. But in the harmonies of the latter kind we 
Wt with confiderable variations, becauſe, though the 
ors of them are unanimous in their principle, they 
at variance in the application of it: and, thou 
agree in making tranſpoſitions, by which they diſ- 
Weuih themſelves from the harmoniſts of the firſt 
„ yet they do not always make the ſame tranſpoſi- 
Ws. Some, for inſtance: have ſuppoſed, as Chemnitz, 
og bihop Newcome, and other harmoniſts of this 
bare done, that St. Matthew has moſtly neglected 
oological order, while others, as Bengel and Bert- 
WE, have ſuppoſed, that he has in general retained. it. 
ec, though they have all the fame object in view, 
eh to make a chronological harmony, or to arrange 
events, which are recorded in the Goſpels, as 
uss poſſible according to the order of the time, 
which the events happened, they have adopted dif- 
ent modes of producing this effect. For in ſome 
monies the order of St. Matthew is -inverted and 
de ſubſervient to that of St. Mark, while in 
er harmonies St. Mark's order is inverted, and 
de ſubſsrvient to that of St. Matthew. Some har- 
miſts again ſuppoſe, that a the Evangelifts have 
pleted chronological order, while others make an 
eption in favour of one, or more of them, though 
 queſton, which of the Evangeliſts ſhould be ex- 
cepted 


Ing ti 


\ 
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cepted, likewiſe affords matter of debate. And en 
thoſe harmoniſts, who agree as to the Gospel 
Goſpels, in which tranſpoſitions ſhould be made, (6,0 
in reſpect to the particular parts, where theſe tranhy che 
tions ought to take place. Amid this variety of oi 
and amid the manifold arguments, by which each by 
moniſt has ingeniouſly defended his own particular pn 
it is really difficult to diſcover a fixed and folid princh 
by which the events recorded by the Evangeliſts m 
be reſtored to chronological order. For this u 
Grieſbach in the Preface to his Synopſis, p. 5. (ed. 
fays, * Ingenue profiteor, lectoreſque admonites d 
cupio, Harmoniam, quam proprie dicunt in hon 
libello neutiquam effe quærendam. Quamvis eu 
non ignorem, quantum laboris viri perdocti harmon 
ſecundum. regulas a ſe conditas in ordinem redigenk 
impenderint, ego tamen exiguam utilitatem, in 
nullam fere, quam non mea etiam Synopſis preſt 
minuta iſta diligentia percipi poſſe arbitror: ſed ral 
etiam dubito, an ex Evangeliſtarum libellis harmoni 


componi poſſit narratio, veritati quoad chronoloyaafWons: 
pericoparum diſpoſitionem ſatis conſentanea, et n ſo 
fundamentis ſuperſtructa.“ The title of this vo ich 


Synopſis Evangeliorum Mattbæi, Marci, et Lucz, u 
cum iis Joannis pericopis quæ hiſtoriam paſſhoust 
reſurrectionis Jeſu Chriſti complectuntur. Ted 
recenſuit et ſelectam lectionis varietatem adjecit |. 
Grieſbach, Editio ſecunda, emendatior et audil 
Hale Saxonum, 1797, 8vo. The chief purport of t 
Synopſis is, not to give a chronological ſeries of eri 
but to repreſent in parallel columns all thoſe (ect 
which are common to the Goſpels of St. Maut 
St. Mark, and St. Luke; St. John's Goſpel, vith d 
ception to the laſt part of it being omitted, becil 
the reſt of it has ſo very little matter in common i 


ceptic 
Wcted 


the other three. And, to make as few tranſ{poliWlogica 
as poſſible St. Mark's order is generally relay 63 at 
becauſe it is the ſame with that of St. Luke, as Wo!pels 
relates to the facts which are common to all tWanged 


Thoſe parts, which each Evangeliſt has peculi, 
| ine 
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ef, arc inſerted in intermediate ſections. The 
oction of the whole work is very commodious, and 
now of no harmony, which affords ſo much aſſiſtance 
the inveſtigation of a ſubject, which has lately much 
aged the attention of the German critics, and 
och will be particularly conſidered hereafter, namely, 
origin of our three firſt Goſpels, and the relation, 
Which they bear to each other. 

with reſpect to the queſtion, whether there is a 
ability of arranging in chronological order all the 


nei 
is ny 
realy 
led. 
0s ch 
hoch 
15 enn 
mom 
digen 
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ed , 


| | ulty conſiſts in the mode of arranging St. John's 
Whoipc!. For fince, if we except the two laft chapters, 


ee, every harmoniſt, who inſerts the whole of it, 
3 divide it into a great number of ſmall portions, 
inſert them, one in one place, another in another, 


Wark, and St. Luke, according to the time, to which 
rob harmoniſt ſuppoſes, that each of thoſe portions 
oo ongs. But many, if not moſt, of theſe inſertions 
et n {0 arbitrary, and fo deſtitute of every criterion, by 


work! 
UC, U 
Rows 
Text 
«cit | 


ich we might pronounce with certainty, that ſuch 


erent, and immediately preceded that event, re- 
rded by St. Matthew, St. Mark, or St. Luke, that 
Wough ſome of them may have been inſerted according 


aul che time, in which they have happened, we cannot 
t of NN fure that even the greateſt part of them have received 
of ecru any harmony an exact chronological poſition. The 
> ſectuelt method therefore is to confine all harmonic ar- 


Mute gements to the Goſpels of St. Matthew, St. Mark, 
with "fied St. Luke, and to conſider St. John's Goſpel, with 
d, beculgception to the two laſt chapters, as a work uncon- 
amen ted with the other three. The queſtion of chro- 
n{policoi@logical order will then be reduced to a ſmaller com- 


retain 
„ 45 fa 
all tus 

11 
pecull 
hiuk 


6; and ſince the facts, which are common to the 
oſpels of St. Matthew, St. Mark and St. Luke, are 
anged by St. Mark and St. Luke in general-in the 
| | ſame 


Pg 


recorded in all the four Goſpels, the greateſt dif- 


ss ſo very little matter in common with the other 


intervals between the ſections of St. Matthew, St. 


event recorded by St. John immediately followed 
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fame order, we have only to chooſe between their oe 
(namely in the facts which are common to all u 
on the one hand, and that of St. Matthew on the 
For whoever ſuppoſes, that all three have neg 
chronological order, and yet attempts to compdl: oli 
harmony, in which the facts ſhail be chronologie 


difpoſed, engages in an undertaking, in which t ' 
impoſſible to meet with fucceſs ; fince on this ſugy AN 
fit ion there exiſts no criterion, by which the real fn "ng 
ceſſion of the events may be determined. Nou it ly me 
been already ſhewn in Note 2. to Sect. 1. of th 3 
chapter, that an hiſtorian, who knows in what ob 
the events, which he records, followed each other, . t 
yet defignedly inverts that order in his narrative, ali cite 
be conſcious to himſelf, that his plan is ſuch, wi a the: 
expoſe his readers to the danger of miſtaking the ix 
ceſſion of thoſe events. On the other hand, in 
hiſtorian, though accurately informed in reſpect ut 
events themſelves, does not always know, in what a 
they followed each other, he cannot be charged wh 
neglect, though his arrangement be not chrono , f 
fince the order of real ſucceſſion, which may be jul "a 
expected from an hiſtorian, who knows it, cannot e | 
expected from an hiſtorian, to whom it is not all "4 
known. Confequently, as St. Matthew was in grid "8 
eye-witneſs to the facts, which he has recorded! Se 
common with St. Mark and St. Luke, but Si. MA 
and St. Luke were not, it is ſurely more reaſon by 
to expect chronological order in the former, thay; *- 
the latter. It is true, that wherever St. Matthew di = 
in his arrangement from St. Mark or St. Luke, dag 3 
two Evangeliſts agree in their arrangement with © oſpels 
other. But this agreement affords no proof that ig. 
bave written in chronological order: for, though WWW 11. 
thing bur an adherence to the real ſucceſſion of ce in 
could produce an uniformity of arrangement 1 rc | 
works of two hiftorians, who had no connexion, * are 
ther mediate or immediate with each other, yet if cue ore 
the one copied from the other, or both. of them 5 i. III. 
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common ſource, their arrangement might be the 
and vet not chronological. Now that one of 


9 


wo wppoſitions muſt be adopted in reſpect to 
ark and St. Luke, the late critical inveſtigations 
bl RE. : 1 

"AS bis ſubject, which will be conſidered hereafter, have 
ed beyond a doubt. The concluſion therefore, 


St, Matthew's order is in general chronological 

W. unimpaired: and hence we may infer, that thoſe 
oniſts, who take St. Matthew for their guide, 
t mect with more ſucceſs in their attempts to pro- 

> a chronological harmony, than they who deſert 


. A liſt of authors, who have endeavoured to 
ci ſingle difficulties is given in Walchii Biblio- 
= thcologica, Tom. IV. p. 901-919. 


rk. VI. 


3 PAGE 37. 
A ſimilar table of contents to the four Goſpels 
raun up and publiſhed many years ago at Cam- 
a e by Jebb. Another table, though not exactly 
e fame plan, is given in Hofmann's edition of 
Introductio in lectionem N. T. (Lipſiæ, 1764, 
p. 486-496. But the moſt complete and the 
uſeful table of this kind is that, which was pub- 
by Profeſſor Sextroh at Gottingen in 1785s, 
wh be following title, Abriſs der Geſchichte Jeſu aus 
aangelien Matthäus, Marcus, Lucas, und Johan- 
e, chat is, A ſketch of the hiſtory of Chriſt, from 
ww hes of St. Matthew, St. Mark, St. Luke, and 

In. 

ugh y Whoever admits, that the order of time is not 
of "Wd in St. Mark's Goſpel, muſt admit. the fame 
t ect to St. Luke's Goſpel, becauſe the facts, 
x10"! are common to both, are placed in general in 


if eme order. 


em . lil. »D 1 


(ON 


3. Our author here confounds chronological amg DS 
ment with the aſſignment of dates. An hiſtorian viii 
have arranged all his facts according to the ord i 
which they ſucceeded each other, and yet never wii 
ſpecified either the day, or the month, or the er 
which any one of them happened: as, on the «i 
hand, an hiſtorian may have ſpecified the dates of H 
of his facts, and yet not have uniformly pre 
chronological order in the diſpoſition of his wii 
rative. +14 

4. St. Luke has preciſely determined the ye, WM 
which John the Baptiſt began to preach, but e 
not exprefily mentioned John's age. However ve oi 
infer from a compariſon of Luke 1. 36. with ch. il 
that John, when he began to preach, was bene 
thirty and thirty-one years of age. 

5. This inference our author probably deduce nf 
the following facts. Firſt, Zacharias, the fue Wi be 
John the Baptiſt, was a prieſt of the courſe d eefor 
(Luke i. 5.) Secondly, Zacharias was in the cle: we 
tion of his office in the temple, when the uglermi 
Gabriel appeared to him, and announced that hon ;: 
Eliſabeth would bear him a fon, who ſhould be ally; by 
John (Luke i. 8—13.). Thirdly, the pries WW tim 
ſerved in the temple, were divided by David (1 Ct we 
xxiv. 3—19.) into four and twenty claſſcs, ed 


he ei 
which ſerved in its courſe, and the eighth was H the n 


Abia (ver. 10). Now the Jewiſh eccleſiaſtical . T0 
began with the new moon, which was nearek to very 
vernal equinox, and conſequently their fourth . Mar 
aftical month, or Tammus, correſponded in part ui be bin 
July. But whether our author's inference, fu liken 
claſs of Abia was in office in the month of Tam ed tc 
is valid or not, depends on the two following que diffe 
How many days did each claſs ſerve at a time! Nembei 
at what part of the year did the firſt claſs b cact 
office? If we divide the Jewiſh year into fou WWWCder | 
twenty equal parts, and ſuppoſe that each clas efore 
about fourteen days, and likewiſe ſuppoſe that he, ent 
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s came into office at the beginning of the eccleſi- 
” WM year, or on the firſt of Niſan, the claſs of Abia, 
ich was the eighth, was of courſe in office in the 
eer half of the fourth month. Both of theſe ſuppoſi- 
ns muſt have been made by our author; otherwiſe 
o ot ſee in what manner he can have come to this 
S.clufon. But though no mention is made in 
Caron. xxiv. of the duration of the office of each 
, Joſephus exprefily declares, (Antiq. Lib. VII. 
14. $ 7.) that according to the inſtitution of David, 
ga claſs ſerved only one week at a time: dierage vt 
5 pv TATION draxoveroas mw Oe ew nhteα,ẽẽjꝗ, OXTW, Gro e- 
„. ae And a few lines afterwards he adds, 
the arrangement made by David was ſtill retained 
chat very day: xa: dieprrvev vrog o prpioppos axes v 
. ee But if each of the four and twenty 
Wiles ſerved only one week at a time, each of them 
Wt have ſerved twice in the year. However certain 
Wrcfore we might be as to the month, when the firſt 
Ws went into office, it muſt be wholly impoſſible to 
ermine the month, in which Zacharias had the 
Won in the temple, becauſe we have no data whatſo- 
Fr, by which we can determine, whether his turn at 
t time was the firſt or the ſecond in the year. All 
t we can affirm with certainty is, that it was either 
the eighth or in the thirty-ſecond week, but which 

he two muſt remain undecided, 
. Toinard, in his Harmony, p. 2. has calculated 
very day, and fixed it on the ziſt of Auguſt. 
Mann, in his Eſſay entitled, Of the true years 
be birth and death of Chriſt, London, 1733, 8vo.* 
likewiſe calculated the day, on which Zacharias re- 
ed to his wife Elifabeth: but his calculation is 
different, for he has fixed (p. 83.) on the 29th of 
tember. That theſe calculations differ ſo widely 
h each other is not at all extraordinary, when we 
der the uncertainty of the data. Dr. Körner 
efore in a ſhort treatiſe publiſhed' at Leipzig in 
6, entitled, De die natali Servatoris, very properly 
D 2 concludes, 


ces l 
falle, 


that tl 
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concludes. that all attempts to diſcover the real day, y 
which Chriſt was born, muſt be fruitleſs. 

7. That John the Baptiſt was born in May, »RF *- | 
conſequently that Chriſt, who was nearly fix moi * 
younger (Luke 1. 36.) was born about the mon i 7 
October, is an aſſertion, the truth of which dey: v 


on our author's preceding calculation. But that twhi bath 


Wt 
oo 


calculation is inaccurate has been already ſhem oi x 9 
Note 5. Lardner allows a greater latitude, and {ix - 


It is not improbable that Jeſus might be born wt 
time between the middle of Auguſt and the midd: oi. fel 
November. Credibility, &c. P. I. B. ü. d Ses 
Vol. I. p. 368. 1788. | 5 Ned 5 
8. The members of the Greek church fixed o :: 
eighth of the Ides of January, that is, Jan. 6. He 1 
celebration of Chriſt's birth, on which day they wil "oy 
poſed, that he was born. Thus Epiphanius, HE Cui! 
LI. CAP. 24. ſays, Terunbevrog Y xuTs Weps TOI [211408 ptiſt 
Ema, rurrg-i wg cr Eid Taveapuan, X. r. A. and cap. ne * 
ar rug r Yeve)Arwv aure nt, Tere E xi. Chrif 
 TVV/Xves Exh Iavexpre Ans, X TA. Here it 111) calc) 
obſerved that Epiphanius is not ſingular in calling! Ty 
birth of Chriſt Er:Þava; for moſt of the Greek fill "nr? 
uſed the term Eri and @coPaviz to denotel das 
birth of Chriſt, though Epiphania afterwards acqul yy 
a different ſenſe. See the authorities quoted in di dation 
Theſaurus, Tom. I. p. 1198-2000. The men e f 
of the Latin church on the contrary fixed, 10S real 
the eighth of the Ides, but on the eighth of the Ai b 5. | 
of January, that is, on December 25, for the & ember 
bration of Chriſt's birth, becauſe they believed tht they d 
was really born on that day, as Auguſtin fajs, | / 


8 2 0 . | 1 fe . 
Trinit. Lib. IV. Cap. 5. T. VIII. P. 578. ed. bed 2 
Antwerp.) Natus traditur octavo Kalendas Jan. * 


and a few lines before, Octavo Kalendas April he % 
ceptus creditur. This belief appears to hae Jovi 1 
grounded on the following, though erroneous ci 
tion. Zacharias, the father of John the Baptilt, 
is repreſented by St. Luke, ch. 1. 11. as being 4 eeſtival 
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r of incenſe, when the angel appeared to him, was 
poſed to be high prieft, and to have been offering 
eenſe in the Sanctum ſanctorum on the great day of 
nement, which was on the tenth day of the ſeventh. 
th. See Leviticus xvi. 29-34. The ſeventh 
ach, or Tiſri, correſponded partly to our September, 
iy to our October; and the tenth of Tiſri was ſup- 
Wd, by the Latin church, to correſpond to Sep- 
ber 23. They imagined therefore that Zacharias 
vurned to Eliſabeth on September 24: and therefore 
WE: f-{tiva] called Conceptio Johannis Baptiſte was fixed 
Wy September 24, at which day this feſtival is ſtill 
cd in the calendars. of the church of Rome. Ac- 
din! the feſtival of John's birth was fixed on 
e 24, which is nine months later: and on this day 
ſtill celebrate the feſtival of John the Baptiſt. And 
= Chriſt was born about ſix months after John the 
att, they fixed on March 25 for the annunciation 
be Virgin Mary, and on December 25 for the birth 
Chriſt, which is 12 days earlier than according to 


ma 5 calculation of the Greek church: a difference, | 
ing ch aroſe probably from no other cauſe, than a dif- | 
1 nce in adapting the tenth of Tiſri to the Roman | 
10 endar. | | 


acqult 
n Su 
Mell 


Now if Auguſtin, as appears from the preceding 
tation, and other members of the Latin church 
he end of the fourth century believed that Chriſt 


7 really born on December 25, we muſt conclude | 
e Aut it was this belief, which induced them to fix on | 
* ember 25 for the celebration of Chriſt's birth: and 


they did not fix on that day merely in imitation 
he feſtival called Nativitas (or rather Natalis) Invicti. 
des, the feſtival called Natalis Invicti was not intro- 
ed into the Roman calendar before the year 351. 
he od Roman calendar the Ides of June were ſa- 


far | 
d. bel 
Janwal 
ils d 


ry Jovi Invicto: but neither on December 25, nor 
5 IF") other day of the whole year was there a feſtival 
pi, d Natalis Invicti. The earlieſt calendar, in which 
ing kftival appears, is that which is printed in Grævii 


D 3 Theſaurus 


Per Natalem Invicti ſignificatur dies, quo Imye|i 


* 


| likewiſe the cauſe of its being fixed at that day. MM 
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Theſaurus Antiq. Rom. Tom. VIII. p. 9% 8 

under the title, Kalendarium Romanum, ſub la, 
ratore Conſtantio, Imper. Conſtantini Magni filio, au 
annum Chriſti cc i compoſitum, et Valentino WM 
dam dedicatum. In this calendar, at the eighth of 
Ides of January is marked Natalis Invicti: on Wag 
Lambecius in his Notes to this calendar, p. 112, M 


Conftantius, Vetranione VIII. Kal. Januar. A. C. 1.88 
depoſito, Invictus appellatus eſt. Qua de re vide li 
Faſtos Conſulares anno æræ Hiſpanicæ 389.” Bui 

the feſtival called Natalis Invicti was not introduc 

into the Roman calendar before the year 3551, it c 
not have given riſe to the celebration of Chriſt's by ; 
on December 25, unleſs we take for granted that wi 

Latin church did not fix on this day before the l:]: 
half of the fourth century. Now had this been uhM 
caſe, Auguſtin, who was born in the year 355, ws m; 
have known both at what time this Chriſtian fei ent 
was fixed at December 25 in the Latin church, 


if Auguſtin knew that the Natalis Chriſti was fixed h cen 
December 25, merely in imitation of the Natali | 
victi, he could not have imagined that Chriſt 
really born on that day. On the other hand, it fcenty 
reaſon why December 25 was choſen for the celeora 
of Chriſt's birth, was unknown to Auguſtin, and! 
imagined, as many perſons do at preſent, that n py 
was really born on December 25, merely becaul 751, 
birth was celebrated on that day, it neceſſarily bol ordus 
that December 25 was choſen before the age nuity 
which Auguſtin himſelf lived, and conſequently 4 opini 
time, when the feſtival called Natalis Invicti did“ 


_ exift in the Roman calendar. Whether we {ut the 


therefore that the day was choſen before, or win to | 
we ſuppoſe that it was choſen after the middle of i 
fourth century, the inference will be the ſame. # 
there is hardly a doubt, that it was choſen betore 
middle of the fourth century ; for Chryſoſtom, my 
CELTS 48 | C 


neſs, t 
birth 0 
to the 
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emporary of Auguſtin, is fo far from repreſenting 
nme of the celebration of Chriſt's birth in the 
a church as lately introduced, that on the con- 
be fays in his Homily De Natali Chriſti,“ that 
day of Chriſt's birth was known in the Weſtern 
atin church from the very beginning (waęæ pv Tos 
ty ; repay Neo ve YuwerCopenn) : for which reaſon 
referred the day adopted by the Latin church to 
which was adopted by the Greek church, and 
poſed that Jan. 6. was not the day, on which Chriſt 
born, but the day, on which he was baptized in 
Jordan by John the Baptiſt. See the paſſages 
ed in Bingham's Origines Ecclefiaſtice, B. XX. 
We iv. ſet. 2. and Suiceri Theſaurus, Tom. I. 
W200, 1201. The notion therefore that the feſtival 
Wd Nacalis Invicti gave riſe to the celebration of 
c birth on December 25, is devoid of foundation. 
SS: moreover a modern opinion, for none of the 
Went fathers have given the leaſt hint of it. It 
WT firſt hazarded as a conjecture by John, metropolitan 
icæa, (who is ſuppoſed to have lived about the 
u century) in his treatiſe, * De Nativitate Domini, 
liſhed by Combefis in the ſecond Volume of his 
farum bibliothece Patrum Græcorum: in the 
Wcentury it was revived: and defended by Hardouin 
Fetau: and in the preſent century it was brought 
more general circulation, principally by a diſſer- 
n publithed by Profeſſor Hamberger at Gottingen 
751, entitled, Ritus, quos Romana eccleſia a 
dribus ſuis gentilibus in ſua ſacra tranſtulit.“ Much 
nuity has certainly been diſplayed in ſupport of 
opinion: Natalis Invicti has been taken in the 
of Natalis Solis Invicti, becauſe December 25, is 
ut the time of the winter ſolſtice, when the days 
in to lengthen, and the ſun, as it were receives 4 

dle d birth: and as Chriſt was called the Sun of Right- 
Ame. neß, the analogy between the birth of the Sun and 
before birth of Chriſt has been ſuppoſed to have preſented 
who OE to the primitive Chriſtians. No man has dreſſed 
b D 4 | this 
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this notion in more fanciful array than Dupuis ink; 
Origine de tous les Cultes, Tom. V. p 114-1y 
the object of which work is to derive all religions jv 
the twelve ſigns of the zodiac. But Natalis Invici, 
its firſt introduction into the Roman calendar n th 
year 351, was fo far from denoting the birth of i 
Invincible ſun, that it denoted figuratively the birth 
the invincible Conſtantius fon of Conſtantine 
Great, as appears from the Note of Lame, 
already quoted. . Conſequently even if it be u. 
that the term was afterwards applied to the { 
though the epithet invictus, which is gien; 
heroes, and to Jupiter and Mars among the God, 
not very: ſuitable to Phœbus or Apollo, yet no in 
can be drawn from an application of the Roms 
lendar made at a time, when the Latin ciur:i wh 
already determined the day of the celebration oi tte 
birth. | 


IC a tf PAGE 38. | 

9. St. John ſays, Firſt in ch. ii. 13. Kaz eypuni 
αο e ?̃̃ Tw TIuda⁰ο, xa: avecn eis Teporonupa 9 Inns: \ 
condly, in ch. v. 1. pers Taura wv torn ro) Team, 
auen o Inoue £5 Teporoavpa: Thirdly in ch. vi. 4. 5 
ee To! π ᷓ , 1 born Tw ada: Fourthly in ch.! 
55. mv. de £yyvs To Taryn Tw Ixd 00. On theſe 10 
paſſages is grounded the opinion that between | 
baptiſm and death of Chriſt four different palin 


„„ 
— 


We 
intervened, , and conſequently that | Chriſt's mini tive 
laſted ſomething more than three years. Heng WW Ma 
that St. John relates before ch. ii. 13. is ſuppot in: 
have happened before the firſt paſſover : all . II. 
relates between ch. ii. 13. and ch. v. 1. is ſuppok WW, ++; 
have happened either at, or after the firſt, and Lea 
the ſecond paſſover: all that he relates between cl. WM e 
and ch. vi. 4. is ſuppoſed to; have happened eite m i: 
or after the ſecond, and before the third paſſower: P. 1 
all that he relates after ch. vi. 4. is ſuppoſed u. / 

m le 


happened partly about the time of the third pai 
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Er. partly in the year, which elapſed between the third 
WE] the laſt paſſover: for the paſſover mentioned 
WT. xi. 55. is that at which Chriſt was crucified; 

on the other hand, not one of the three Evangeliſts, 
. Matthew, St. Mark, and St. Luke, has taken notice 
WS any paſſover between the baptiſm- of Chriſt, and 
paſſover, at which he ſuffered. Neither the word 
Wa, nor even the word eogrn, which might be con- 
oed into wacyx, occur in the Goſpels of St. Mat- 
e and St. Mark before the deſcription of the paſſ- 
er, at which Chriſt was crucified: and in the Goſpel 
. Luke likewiſe neither of theſe words occurs before 
uri. except in ch. ii. 41. 42. which however re- 
, not to any part of Chriſt's miniſtry, but to the 
over, which he attended with Joſeph and Mary, 
ea he was only twelve years of age. Further, St. 


| ! 
a 
fe i; iN 


| Can 
iim (Matth. iv. 12. Mark i. 14. Luke iv. 14.) 


VN 
unt! 
02480, u 
1.4. 
in c. k, and St. Luke, we ſhould conclude, that no 


thele Mover intervened between the baptiſm of Chriſt and 
ween mn 
- palin 
J mii 


0 tt the journey which Chriſt took to celebrate the 
over, at which he was crucified. If therefore we 


were decidedly of opinion, that all the tranſactions 
twe to Chriſt's miniſtry, which are recorded by 


Hence e Matthew, St. Mark, and St. Luke, happened 
uppokd n the ſpace of one year. Euſebius (Hiſt. Ecclel. 
all tu. III. cap. 24.) ſpeaking of St. John's Goſpel, 
uppolel „dug t ref EvaYYinoas eo, wWœ ggg, j40vr 
and bel era rm ey TW dec patoTHEUs Ian Ts Barrie xe e 
en ch. 4 TIEUTOY VET SEV jpreve TW CWTNGL TVYVeYeanPoras. And 
d eib em in his Catalogue of Eccleſiaſtical Writers (Tom. 
ſfover: e P. II. p. 105. ed. Martianay) ſpeaking of St. John 
ed (0 0G Aliam cauſam hujus ſcripturæ ferunt: quod, 
rd pln legiſſet Matthæi; Marci, et Lucæ, volumina, 


proba- 


Wztthew, St. Mark, and St. Luke, from the place, 
ere they deſcribe Chriſt's return to Galilee after his 


the end of their Goſpels, make no mention What- 
er of any journey from Galilee to Jeruſalem, ex- 


0 other Goſpels, than thoſe of St. Matthew, St. 


patſover, at which he ſuffered. The ancients like- 
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probaverit quidem textum hiſtoriæ, et vera eos dizif 
firmaverit, ſed unius tantum anni, in quo et paſſis ef, pi 
carcerem Johannis, hiſtoriam texuiſle. 

To reconcile this apparent difference between th 
duration of Chriſt's miniſtry, as repreſented by St. oln 
on the one hand, and by St. Matthew, St. Mark, wi 
St. Luke on the other, the ancients (namely, the 
who perceived the difference, for all of them did ni 
had recourſe to the following explanation. St. Mu 
thew, in ch. iv. 12. and St. Mark in ch. i. 14. Uher 
they relate Chriſt's return to Galilee after his bapti 
fay at the fame time, that John the Baptiſt, ben 
Chriſt's return, was caſt into priſon, which was pn. 
bably the reaſon, why Chriſt quitted the eaſtern hut 
of the Jordan, and the vicinity of Machærus, the: 
treſs in which John was impriſoned by order of Herd, 
as Herod himſelf was then in that neighbourhood wit 

his army. St. Luke alſo, though not in ch. iv. 14 
yet in ch. iii. 19. mentions John's impriſonment. Wil 
is true, that not one of theſe three Evangeliits H rec 
mentioned any thing relative to Chriſt between il 
Baptiſm and his return to Galilee (Matth. ir. 1 
Mark i. 14. Luke iv. 14.) except his temptuaſ 
But John the Evangeliſt has recorded many tran{acionſ 
of Chriſt, which took place after his baptiſm, al 
before John the Baptiſt was impriſoned: for he expel 
fays, in ch. iii. 24. vr Yap wn GENαν,Eeůg £15 T1 Qual 
o Ioabyns, and in ch. iv. 1. he likewiſe ſpeaks of ]al 
the Baptiſt as till baptizing. Conſequently all Wow | 
tranſactions of Chriſt, which are recorded in St. Jowi 
Goſpel between ch. i. 29. and ch. iv. 1. are f 
ſented as having taken place in the interval, wi 
elapſed between Chriſt's baptiſm, and the impia act: 
ment of John the Baptiſt: and during this inte“ ant 
the firſt paſſover muſt have taken place, for the it, 
paſſover is mentioned in ch. ii. 13. Further! 
paſſover, which preceded that, at which Chriſt rs et 
crucified, is mentioned in ch. vi. 4.: and thereto s, to 
the tranſactions, which St. John has related _ 
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oer, that is, from ch. vii. 1. to the end of his 
bpel, are repreſented as having taken place in the 


year of Chriſt's life. And ſince he has no where 


ed the impriſonment of John the Baptiſt, his 
Wc preſents no obſtacles to the ſuppoſition, not 
Wy that all the events recorded before ch. iv. 1. but 
all the events likewiſe which are recorded before 


vii. 1. happened before the impriſonment of John 
Baptiſt. But St. Matthew, ch. iv. 12. St. Mark, 
i. 14. and St. Luke, ch. iv. 14. begin their ac- 


Wnt of Chriſt's miracles after John the Baptiſt's im- 
onment, as theſe three Evangeliſts themſelves expreſſly 
are. The fix firſt chapters therefore of St. John's 
pel may be conſidered as relating to a period of 


it's miniſtry, which preceded that, with which St. 
tthew, St. Mark, and St. Luke began their account of 


Will's miracles: and it is in theſe fix chapters that 
be paſſovers are mentioned except the laſt. In this 
ner the ancients appear to have reaſoned, and thus 
Wy reconciled the duration of Chriſt's miniſtry as 
W-lented by St. John on the one hand, and by St. 


thew, St. Mark, and St. Luke on the other, by 


5 poſing that St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St. Luke 
(ou 


ded only the tranſactions of the laſt year, but that 
ohn recorded the tranſactions of the preceding part 
briſt's miniſtry. Euſebius, a few lines after the 
ave above quoted, ſays, 8Xxv o ftv Twarwns Th T8 at” 
va Yer YeauPy Ta pnderw Ts Bm ri - ts Quacxny 
Wer eo Ts Xpiry Weaxlevra Weapadiduriv' ol ds Aowrok 
EvaYYeAiS"as Th Hr TW tis To deojawTheiov he TW 
Fs pernporevers, And Jerom, immediately after the 
ge above quoted adds: Prætermiſſo itaque anno, 
s acta a tribus expoſita fuerant, ſuperioris tem- 
s antequam Joannes clauderetur in carcerem, geſta 
avit, ſicut manifeſtum eſſe poterit his, qui dili- 
er quatuor Evangeliorum volumina legerint. 


res etiam αꝙꝓονονν, que videtur Joannis eſſe cum 
ns, tollit, - 
But 


> — — _ — — 
* — —— — — 
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But the modern harmoniſts have adopted yer & 
ferent principles, and have interwoven the Goſpek | 
St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St. Luke with that of $ 
John from the beginning to the end of it. In gen 
they have accommodated the tranſactions recorded 
the three former to the feaſts of the paſſover ms 
tioned in the latter: and have inſerted in their hu 
monies ſome of the tranſactions before the firſt pi 
over, others between the firſt and the ſecond paſlyg 
and fo on, according as in the opinion of each by 
monift, theſe or thoſe tranſactions belonged to th 
or that period of Chriſt's miniſtry. Different ham 


nifts however not only make different inſertions i tc 
the fame interval, but differ likewiſe in reſpect to f och 
intervals themſelves. The common opinion bb, th Joh 
St. John has mentioned four different paſſovers, n 
in ch. ii. 13. v. 1. vi. 14. and xi. 55. as already fut — 


at the beginning of this note, and conſequentl ti 
Chriſt's miniftry laſted between three and four qu 
But in ch. v. 1. St. John has not uſed the t 
wacxs, though he has uſed it in the three other pla 
for he ſays only in general terms cogrn T0 Indaim:; i 
though torun is here commonly underſtood as dens 
the grand feſtival, or the paſſover, yet ſome comme 
tators, and not without reaſon, call this interpretit 
in queſtion, and ſuppoſe that ern here denotes id 
other feſtival, ſince, if it denoted the paſſover, the 
compaſs of ch. v. 1.—vi. 4. muſt have includ 
whole year. It is true that ſeveral Greek MS. | 
not the common printed text) have »- born wil 
article, as if the grand feſtival of the - paſſove! 
meant var ex: but Grieſbach in his note 10 
v. 1. ſays that the quotation of Origen exact g 
with our common text, which 1s a ſtrong argumel 
favour of its authenticity. The article is Uk 
omitted in the Codex Alexandrinus, Codex Vati 
Codex Bezz, and many other, indeed moſt of the 6 
MSS. Some few harmoniſts therefore, in the nume 
whom is Bengel, aſſume only three paſſovers. 
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in, of whom Macknight is one, inſtead of dimi- 


& ing, have augmented the number to five, the rea- 
+ of which I have not been able to diſcover, unleſs 
J term eoern, uſed in John vii. 2. though St. John 


expreſsly explained it by cxmornyiz, gave riſe to 
conjecture. As theſe harmoniſts, whether they 
me three, four, or five paſſovers accommodate the 
0 ſpels of St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St. Luke to 
of St. John, and extend the tranſactions of Chriſt's 

piſtry recorded by the three firſt Evangeliſts to nearly 
„ or to nearly three, or to nearly four years, ac- 
Wing to the number of paſſovers, which they ſup- 
> to be mentioned in St. John's Goſpel, ſo there 
other harmoniſts, who accommodate the Goſpel of 
John to thoſe of St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St. 
ke, and adopting the opinion of the ancients, that 
three firſt Goſpels contain the tranſactions of only 
year, endeavour, as Dr. Prieftley has done in his 
armony of the Evangeliſts, to confine that of St. 


In within the ſame compaſs. To effect this pur- 
my „ they find it neceſſary to reduce the paſlovers 
ah toned in St. John's Goſpel to two. We have 
h 4 


ady ſeen, that St. John himſelf has expreſsly men- 
ed only three: conſequently the paſſover, which 
ally mentioned by name in ch. vi. 4. preſents the 
obſtacle to the opinion, that no more than two 


e COMM 
rerpreta 


_ ers occur in St. John's Goſpel, the one in ch. 
T, . z. which happened ſoon after Chriſt's baptiſm, 
185 | other in ch. xi. 55. which was the paſſover at which 


if was crucified. This obſtacle however is not 
mmaterial one: for St. John expreſsly ſays in ch. 
. 1 de EVYvus TO, WA&TN%, 1 so rn Twy Ivdæ ww, and the 
va is Omitted in no Greek manuſcript now 
nt, and in no ancient verſion. But Gerard Voſſius 
e ſecond diſſertation of his work entitled, Diſ- 
to gemina: una de Jeſu Chriſti genealogia: altera, 
nis, quibus natus, baptizatus, mortuus, publiſhed 
nſterdam in 1643, conjectured that macxs was an 
polation, and that sern was uſed by St. John in 

| ch. 


Ty will 
paſlover 
ote 10 | 
xaaly % 
argumen 
15 lik 
x Vaticl 
of the 6 
he num 
fers. 0 


/ 


to his conjecture: and if any conjecture is hex nt 


tainly preferable to the conjecture, that warys abt 2 


Chriſt's miniſtry.” An examination of all the ay 
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ch. vi. 4. as well as in ch. v. 1. to denote, no lit 
paſſover, but ſome other Jewiſh feſtival. The (wi 
conjecture is made by Mr. Mann, in his © True js 
of the birth and death of Chriſt,” p. 161. and by 
Prieſtley in his © Obſervations on the Harmony « vil 
Evangeliſts, p. 43- Biſhop Pearce ſuppoſes that M 
whole verſe is an interpolation: for in his note in 
John vi. 4. in his Commentary on the four Emi 
lifts, he ſays, There does not ſeem to be any rah 
for the Evangeliſt's inſerting this verſe, nothing in b 
chapter having any relation to the feaſt of the paſſe 
or to any other of the Jewiſh feaſts. G. J. Vol 
and Mr. Mann are of opinion that the word ai 
an interpolation: and I think zhat the whole verſe þ, 
becauſe in ch. v. 1. mention is made of a feaſt, (py 
bably the feaſt of Pentecoſt), and in ch. vii. 2. th 
feaſt of tabernacles, between which two no feat 
pointed by the law of Moſes intervened.” By th 
argument Biſhop Pearce has really given great wet 


lowable, which I muft leave undetermined, it is & 


is an interpolation. Beſides the omiſſion of wer. 
does no injury to the connexion : for ver. 3. 0% 
are as well connected with each other, as ver. 4. 5 
either of them. | | 
On theſe points reſts the grand queſtion, which 
given riſe to ſo much controverſy, the Duration 


ments, which various writers have uſed in ſuppot 0M 
their reſpective opinions, would require a volume 


this article alone: and therefore I can only mens a a 
the various opinions, which have prevailed on this W a 
Noon 


ject, with the principal authors, who have written "lh 
it. During the three firſt centuries the common se 
nion was, that Chriſt's miniſtry laſted only one /* 
or at the outſide a year and a few months. Cle 
of Alexandria expreſsly confines it to one year, 
he calls the acceptable year of the Lord, deſc 
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De prophet (Iſaiah Ixi. 2.) and in the Goſpel. His 


t 

7 Words are, Hv de Incvg epyoprvos ens To (3amriopa ws r 
* .. cri eur fa0voy ede: auT0v XNEVEr, Xx TETO YeEVpar- 
7 1.08 ros! Evicurey dere Kupis xnpuFar aweecv , TETO 
of vil WM wenne ElTEv, XOX TO EvaYyeiov. Stromat. Lib. 1. 
it RS. 407. ed. Potter. According to Origen, Chriſt's 
oe A ioictry laſted a year and a few months, for he ſays, 
yan —_ 7 ae vu, x fanvas oN, toda ev. De Principiis, 
ib. IV. cap. 5, Tom. I. p. 160. ed. Debarue. Ter- 
nz lian ſays, (adv. Judæos, cap. 8.) Hujus quinto- 
aff eimo anno imperii paſſus eſt Chriſtus, annos habens 
Vole Rafi triginta cum pateretur.“ Conſequently Tertullian 


Wopoſed that Chriſt's miniſtry did not exceed one 


mT 

7 BY. Julius Africanus and Lactantius were likewiſe 
b the fame opinion. Irenæus indeed, who lived in 
e ſecond century, makes an exception to the rule: 
05 oil t his opinion on this ſubject was ſo abſurd, that it 
* OO | hardly worth mentioning. For. in zeal againſt the 
ten noſtics, who as well as the fathers of the three firſt 
here nturies, believed that Chriſt's miniſtry laſted about 
ear, he goes fo far as to extend it to nearly fenty 
E proof of which he appeals to John viii. 57. 
t er, cre certain Jews ſay to Chriſt, * Thou art not yet 
. nd WP") years old, and haſt thou ſeen Abraham ? Hence 


enæus argues, that Chriſt was really not far from 


. 15m 
ya that time, and conſequently that nearly twenty 


chich k. 2 


ars had elapſed from the time of his baptiſm. Ire- 
racion rns adv. Hæreſes, Lib. II. cap. 22. & 6, p. 148. ed. 
be 5 laſſuet. Further, in the ſecond epiſtle aſcribed to 
pm (A pement of Rome, a writer of the firſt century, Chriſt's 
ume iniſtry is extended to more than a year, and fixed, 
meta eably to the opinion, which now prevails at three 


but all critics are at preſent agreed that the 
ond Epiſtle, aſcribed to Clement of Rome, is a 
mon of AF" S<ry of a later age: conſequently it exhibits not 


one ſa e common opinion of the firſt century, but the opi- 
Cen en, which prevailed at the time, when the epiſtle 
ar, wo fabricated. The earlieſt genuine work now ex- 


een which Chriſt's miniſtry is extended to three, 
or 
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or even to two years, is the Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory 
Euſebius, who lived in the former part of the Hy; 
century. We have already ſeen that in the opiny 
of Euſebius the tranſactions of Chriſt's miniſtry 6, 
corded by St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St. Luke, ye 
confined within the compaſs of ove year: yet he ih 
poſed that the 20e miniſtry, namely the whole ting 
which elapſed from the baptiſm to the death of Chil 
laſted more than three, but not quite four years. H 
words are, u ONO 0 ue TETAXETNS WOApis" ara Yam 
Hiſt. Eccleſ. Lib. I. cap. 9. This inference he & 
duces from what is ſaid in Luke iii. 2. that Annas a 
Caiaphas were High Prieſts, when John the Bait 
began to preach, and from what is ſaid in Mat 
xxvi. 3. John xvii. 24. that Caiaphas was High Pri 
when Chriſt was crucified, compared with the accoun 
of Joſephus relative to the ſucceſſion of High Pre 
at that time: an inference however, which the pt 
miſes aſſumed by Euſebius do not warrant, as appen 
from the Notes of Valeſius to this chapter. Euſebis 
further adds, that his calculation does not dilage 
with the accounts of the Goſpel, by which he mul 
mean the Goſpel of St. John, in reference to the pal 
overs, Which are there mentioned. Jerom, who wit 
in the latter part of the fourth century, and, as well 
Euſebius, was of opinion, that St. Matthew, St. Mai 
and St. Luke, recorded the tranſactions of only at 
year of Chriſt's miniſtry, believed alſo with Evlca 
that the whole miniſtry laſted more than one yah 
as may be inferred from the paſſage above qua 
prætermiſſo itaque anno, cujus acta a tribus exp 
fuerant, ſuperioris temporis, &c. But the indetui 
term * ſuperius tempus* leaves it undecided, hel 
Jerom believed that Chriſt's miniſtry laſted thre, & 
only two years. In fact Jerom appears to have W 
no determinate opinion on this ſubject, for in ano 
place (Comment. in Iſaiam. ch. Ixi. Tom. III. P. 
ed. Martianay) commenting on the acceptable ft 
of the Lord.” Ifaiah Ixi. 2. he ſpeaks as if the un 
min 
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ey of Chriſt was confined to one year. Annum 
n acceptabilem et diem retributionis mne prædica- 
Wis cjus, quo in carne verſatus eſt, fempus intellige. 
banius, a contemporary of Jerom ſays, (Hæreſ. 
W cap. 23.) that Chriſt was crucified in his thirty- 

year, & TH relax TTY ETEL rug QUTS EVTREXWOEWS 5 
adds, „ d duo Xpovur weeiodos IIc ev Tos c 
„ begerat, a xo TRIO. Conſequently in the 
ion of Epiphanius Chriſt's miniſtry laſted more 


(WS wo but not full three years: for ſince Chriſt was 
e y years of age, when he began to preach, (Luke 
1 al 3.) as Epiphanius himſelf obſerves, he could not 
pu preached full three years, if he was crucified in 
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Whicty-third year. This likewiſe agrees with what 
banius ſays of the three paſſovers mentioned in 
WG oſpels (that is, in the Goſpel of John): for three 
Wvers include the ſpace of two years, which added 
Wc months, which elapſed between Chriſt's Baptiſm 
the Firſt Paſſover, make up the period of time 
h Epiphanius aſſigned to Chrift's miniſtry. But 
it laſted even ſo long, was not the general opinion 
e end of the fourth century, or Epiphanius would 
have thought it neceſſary to deny, that it was 
ined within the compaſs of two paſſovers, duo 
* a:p10Jog TIwoggwy. The opinion of Euſebius, that 
ted between three and four years, prevailed at laſt 
all other opinions on this ſubject, though Au- 
In, whoſe name alone was of great authority, {till 
ned the ancient opinion. - During the middle ages 


403 urther inquiries appear to have been made on this 
„ ct: and even after the Reformation all the Har- 
n * 


liſts of the ſixteenth and ſeventeenth centuries have 
n for granted, that. Chriſt's miniſtry laſted between 
> and four years. But Bengel in his Harmony 


whet 
three, 


nave , he Goſpels publiſhed at Tübingen in 1736, re- 
; 2003 d t to two years. And a ſhort time before this 
. , oy was publiſhed, Mr. Mann revived the ancient 
able 1 lon, that it laſted one year, which he has defended 
he 110 | great learning and ingenuity, p. 145-165. of 
ming o. III. * E | the 


the Diſſertation quoted above in, Note 6.: i 


four Golpels, formed on this opinion. Dr. Prell 2 


which he has defended in his Obſervations, p. zi- 


Dr. Prieſtley replied in a Letter, prefixed to his {| 


defence of his opinion in his Two. Letters toi 


at Leipzig a ſhort treatiſe entitled, Quot Pul 


Able obſtacles to the opinion of thoſe, who © 
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} c 
j ; 


166—177. he has given a chronological ſynopfs dt 


his Harmony of the Evangeliſts in Greek? pri 
in 1777, has likewiſe adopted the ancient cpi 


But in his mode of combining St. John's Goſpel wifi 
the other three he differs from Mr. Mann,  « 
one will immediately perceive, who compus 
Harmony of the former with the Synopſis of thelw 
They differ indeed in a material point: for Math 
12. Mark i. 14. Luke iv. 14. where the thre oil 
Evangeliſts begin their account of Chriſt's mu 
are placed by Mr. Mann before, but by Dr. Hs. 
after John ii. 13. where the firſt paſſover is mem 
In 1778 Archbiſhop Newcome publiſhed his Ham 
of the Goſpels, and in the Notes annexed to i, 
-pecially p. 1, &c. defended the common opinin 
reſpect to the duration of - Chriſt's miniftry, lar 


mony of the Goſpels in Engliſh :* which was anlwerd_ghi 
Archbiſhop . Newcome in the year following u 
eſſay, On the Duration of Chriſt's miniſtry, in q 
to Dr. Prieſtley, who ſoon after publiſhed a 


Newcome, Biſhop of Waterford,” on the duni 
our Saviour's miniſtry.” In 1779 Dr. Korner pub 


Chriftus poft' baptiſmum celebraverit : and nl 
Dr. Hänlein publiſhed at Erlangen a ſhort tt 
entitled, De temporis, quo Jeſus Chriſtus cum 1 
tolis verſatus eſt duratione. He aſſerts, p. 12. fl 
putum facimus totius temporis, quo arcta familia 


apoſtoli cum Jeſu conjuncti fuerunt, eumque do to 
>audeere, loco triennii, vix unius anni ſpatium d * 
poſſe videtur. 5 | 51 05 he 0 
Without attempting to decide on fo difficult l ou 
tion, I will only obſerye, that, as far as I am s opi 


judge, the Goſpel of St. John preſents almoſt il 


": 
U 


fl 
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iſt's miniſtry to one year: for in 5 order to effect this 
poſe it is neceſſary to make omiſſions and tranſpo- 
ons in St. John's Goſpel, which are not warranted 
rior by the laws of criticiſm, but are attempted 
Wrely to ſupport a previouſly aſſumed hypotheſis. On 
other hand, the opinion that it laſted three years, 
cn receives no ſupport whatſoever from the three 
W Goſpels, cannot be ſatisfactorily proved even from 
Goſpel of St. John, who at the utmoſt has no- 
only three different paſſovers; at leaſt he has 
4 no moree. , 


» 1 ! 


—_ pP AE 40. bes Vo 
Wo. The following Table confidered as a General 
c to the four Goſpels is a very uſeful one. Our 
Wor himſelf expreſsly declares, that it muſt not be 
cdered as a chronological table: yet from the tranſ- 
tons, which he has made, not only in the Goſpels 
WP: Mark and St. Luke, but likewiſe in the Goſpel 
t. Matthew, as in Ne. 29—42: it is obvious that 
rended to arrange the facts in chronological order, 
ell as he was able. For the facts which occur in 
29—42. are recorded only by St. Matthew, St. 
k, and St. Luke: and therefore the formation of 
ere index did not require that the order of all 
ſhould be inverted. The reaſons of each par- 
rr tranſpoſition our author has not aſſigned, and 
d the propriety of ſome of them might be called 
ieſtion: but as almoſt every harmoniſt has a mode 
angement peculiar to himſelf, and that, which 
opted in the following table, is liable perhaps to 
WE” objections, than that which is adopted in moſt 
WF harmonies, I leave it to the reader's own judge- 
| | to determine on the propriety of each fingle 
2. 32 | 

e duration of Chriſt's miniſtry is a queſtion, 
h our author paſſes over in total filence. That 
s opinion it laſted more years than one, may be 
fed from what he ſays of Luke ix, 51,—xviii. 14. 
E 2 a few 
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a few lines before his Harmonic Table. But he wy 


it undetermined, whether it laſted between tw wil 7 

three, or between three and four years: for in N.. 

he calls the feſtival (ery) mentioned in John 1, (Sn: 

merely * @ great feſtival,” not the feaſt of the p] 
in particular, as all thoſe harmoniſts do, who cont 

that four different paſſovers are mentioned in St, H 

Goſpel, and conſequently that Chriſt's miniſtry en 

more than three years. However in his Annπh˙ g 

on the New Teſtament he ſays at John v. 1. (. 

though it is a matter of doubt, whether me 
means the feaſt of the paſſover, or ſome other teal, if 

prefers the interpretation of thoſe, who take it ut no 

former ſenſe. | | be 

III 

| ue 

SE © TT; VII. me 

a 

PACE 84. th 

1. Our author retains the commonly receive1 ln 
nion that all the precepts recorded in the three clutaillh 
Matth. v. vi. vii. were delivered by Chriſt 1 AS : 
and the ſame time, or in other words that Chiti. 


livered a ſermon on the mount in the ſame form. 
in the ſame extent, as that which is recorded WP" 
Matthew in theſe three chapters. But many r. 
are at preſent of opinion, that theſe precepts wi 
livered by Chriſt at different times, and on dis 
occaſions, but that St. Matthew collected then 
placed them together in order to give a compre 
view of Chriſt's moral doctrines. This opinion Wl 
been very ably ſupported by Profeſſor Pott 1 1M 
ſertation publiſhed at Helmſtädt in 1788, en. 
natura atque indole orationis montane et de nung; 
hujus orationis explicandæ præceptis: and by 
Wunibald at Heidelberg in 1794, in his Comet 
tio biblica in ſermonem Chriſti in monte, M8 
vi. vii, More will be faid on this ſubject in de- 
ſertation on the origin of the three firſt Goſpels 3 
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By the ſermon in parables our author means the 
tion of parables in Matth. xi. 1—53., which 
recorded by St. Matthew as delivered by Chriſt 
ne and the ſame time. Some critics ſuppole that 


han > parables alſo were not all delivered at the ſame 
Content . . f | 

"Ti I know not, by what means our author has diſ- 
E red that the diſcourſe delivered by Chriſt in the 


gogue at Capernaum was of the ſame import as 
ſermon on the mount, ſince that diſcourſe is not 
cord, For St. Matthew ſays nothing of it: and 
Mark, ch. i. 21, 22. and St. Luke, ch. iv. 31, 32. 
othing more, than that Chrift taught in the ſyna- 

ee, and that the people were aſtoniſhed at his 
ine, ſince he taught as one having authority, It 
ee that St. Matthew, at the end of the ſermon on 

Wmount, ch. vii. 28. ſays likewiſe that the people 
aſtoniſhed, &c.* But we cannot therefore conclude 
the two diſcourſes were of the ſame import. 


eivelg 

177 | PAGE 86. | 

The arguments for the opinion that Ne. 25-30. 
Chi ai the hiſtory of only one day may be ſtated 
form, f Ne. 27. is the ſermon on the mount, Matth. v. 


i. N.. 28, 29, 30. the cure of the leper, of the 
rrion's ſervant, of Peter's mother in law, with 


any One 

5 4 _ ck perſons at Capernaum, are related by St. 
n CH ew in ch. viii. 1-17. as events which took place 
then e ſame day, on which the ſermon on the mount 
aper eelivered. Further, the cure of the demoniac at 
pin rnaum, Ne. 25, which however is not mentioned 
t nt. Matthew, took place according to Mark 1. 


ntl So. Luke iv. 38. on the ſame day as the cure 
je nou t. Peter's mother in law, No. 30. Laſtly, Chriſt's 


bp of the twelve Apoſtles, N?. 26. which is like- 
Coma not mentioned by St. Matthew, immediately pre- 
„ Mat . d the ſermon on the mount, according to Luke 
in i 2 —49- Conſequently, all the events in Ne. 


30. happened on the ſame, day. This is the 
| | 3: cleareſt 


related the cure of St. Peter's mother in law, d. 
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cleareſt method of ftating the argumeats in fine 
of our author's opinion. They are liable bogen 
ſome objections. In the firſt place, according yy 
Mark and St. Luke, the cure of St. Peter's mother 
law, Ne. zo, ſucceeded the cure of the demon 
the ſynagogue at Capernaum, without the intervenj 

of any event whatſoever, For St. Mark ſays, ch. ih 
Ka evdews tx rng ouvaYwyne efendoures AN ho sig Th un 
Zrpatvos, and St. Luke, ch. 1v. 38. ava au; de e hm 
Yong einher eig T1 onugy E1pacv0s, Further, the q 
of the leper, Ne. 28. took place according to St. My 
and St. Luke on a later day: for St. Mark after hay 


29—21. adds, ver. 32. og de yevojurunc, ors £0) f f 
and ver. J5- X24 Wows EVVUNov Abe ug e. 
Luke alſo, after having related the cure of St. Pit 
mother in law, ch. iv. 39. adds, ver. 40. d 
„uu, and ver. 42. Yyevopens de nueens. What told 
therefore is repreſented as having happened att 
day on which the demoniac and St. Peter's motiit 
law were cured. Now the cure of the leper 1s relli 
by St. Mark in ch. i. 45—50. and by St. Lit 
ch. v. 12—16. And No. 26, 27. 29. are rep 
by St. Luke as having taken place at a ſtill later ii 
for they are recorded in ch. vi. 12—49. vii. 
Ne. 27. 29. are not recorded by St. Mark; be 
No. oy which he has recorded, he agrees with &. 


in referring it to a later day; for he has it ind 

13-19. It appears there that, according 0 N 
Luke's repreſentation No. 25. and go. happen 8 
only on the ſame day, but without the interventa 55. 
any other miracle or event whatſoever: that N. 20 It 
28, 29. which our author has inſerted as 1nterme 30; 
events, happened according to St. Luke at !“ ere 
time: and that St. Mark's repreſentation, in % 1.1 
as he has recorded, agrees with that of 8. & þ I 
St. Matthew on the contrary repreſents No. 27, 16 ne f 
30. as immediately following each? other. . 
St. Matthew was not only an Apoſtle, but i K ir 
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enaum, where the events in queſtion took place, 


| was probably preſent at the ſermon on the mount, 


| thence followed Chriſt into Capernaum, his re- 
ſentation is juſtly preferred by our author, who ſays 
the cure of the leper Ne. 28. that St. Mark and 


Luke were unacquainted with the time, and St. 
ke even with the place, in which it happened.” 
may be admitted then, on the authority of St. 
tthew, that the events related in Ne. 27-30. hap- 
ed on the ſame day, But the queſtion 1s: Ought 


> cor No. 25. and 26. likewiſe to the ſame day? 


theſe two articles St. Matthew 1s totally filent, and 
efore we have the authority only of St. Mark and 
Luke, But though St. Mark and St. Luke refer 
25 to the ſame day as they refer Ne. 30, yet they 
agree in referring Ne. 26 to a later day. We 
> no authority whatſoever therefore for referring 
26 to the day aſſigned by our author: and, even 
e refer N*. 25 to that day, it ought not to occupy 
place which he has allotted. to it, but ſhould im- 
ately precede No. 30, for the reaſon already aſ- 
ed. On the other hand, if. we refer Ne. 26 to 
day, we muſt neceſſarily refer N'. 25 to an earlier 
tor on theſe two articles St. Mark and St. Luke 
our only guides, and they both agree in making 
iy diſtinct and circumſtantial ſeparation of them. 


PAGE 87. 

- Nain was about twelve ſtadia from mount Tha- 

dee Relandi Palzeſtina ( Traject. Batav. 1714, 4to.) 
04 
—_—_ 5 9 7 ; 
lt we ſeparate Ne. 25, we muſt likewiſe feparate 
36; lor the latter is a continuation of the diſcourſe 
ered in the former. St. Luke has the one in 
F 1,20, the other in ch. xi. 37.—Xii. 12. 


That Cbriſt was invited to dinner by a Phariſee 


he lame da” on which he caſt out -a devil appears 
Luke xi. 14. 37. It is likewiſe true, that St. 
b im ch. iii. 20. to which our author appeals, ſays, 

R 4 | the 


5 — — 2 
- 
re 8 — I 
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the multitude, which ſurrounded Chriſt was ſo gy 
that he was prevented even from eating bread, þ 
that this prevention had taken place on the du g 
which the Phariſce afterwards invited Chriſt to due 
is at leaſt a matter of doubt. For St. Mark fag 
ch. iii. 13, 14. Ka: avaCavm ty ro ogog, Nat T60002km 
ws ne auTo5* xa armrniley Wee aurov* X08 front holy 
x. T. A. He then enumerates the twelve Apoſtles, v 
I7—19. and immediately adds ver. 20, 21. xa ym 
£85 03%0V* X&8 OVERXETHE WAA XN, Wis n dura ha un 
henre prov Oxyew nat axuravrts o Wap aur, thi 
,XpaThCH , EAEYOv Yap, ors efemm. St. Mark tis 
proceeds in ver. 22. Kai 0 Teappares 08 &m0 Tepordu 
XXT&CAvTES EAEY OV OT! Bee Ct tx EI, and in ver. 23—1 
relates Chriſt's confutation of this opinion, Which 
Matthew has related in ch. xii. 22 —30. and St. lu 
in ch. xi. 14—23. who likewiſe mention the oc 
of this diſcourſe, namely that Chriſt had caſt oxi 
devil, which St. Mark has not mentioned. One my 
conclude therefore from St. Mark's account, that Chit 
was prevented from acting by the thronging cf t 
multitude immediately after his return to his h 
at Capernaum on the day, on which he had chu 
his apoſtles: that ver. 20, 21. to which neither\ 
Matthew nor St. Luke have any thing which cm 
ponds, are connected with the preceding verſes; d 
that ver. 22—31. which relate to a new ſubjed, 8 
the only verſes which correſpond to Matth. xii, 22 
Luke xi. 14—23. But our author, like many c 
harmoniſts, ſeparates Mark iii. 20, 21. from ile 


ceding verſes, and joins them to the following, arif 
thus makes the prevention in queſtion take plat > mc 
the day, on which Chriſt caſt out a devil, and ® ſide: 
futed the opinion, that he caſt out devils by Bs ow 
zebub. ; j thor 
| 8. Even if our author is right in his appear. 
i of Mark iii. 20. the inference, which he here dWculi: 
4 is without foundation, For that Chriſt was ut 
J gaged on one day that he had not time to eat, m 


x 
[21 
11 
" 
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ite even a comjecture that he was ſo engaged the 
before. 
. The ancient Greeks uſed ago to denote an early 


ff, which they took at tun-riſe, for Athenæus 
. (Lib. I. Cap. 5. Pag. 11. ed. Caſaubon 1698, fol.) 
nov Ut £54 T0 ure TW Ew Aupbavopeucy ; and they uſed 
wo to denote the meal, which they took at noon. 
=o therefore was the breakfaſt of the ancient Greeks, 


; WW mo their dinner. But as the hours of eating 


erally become later and later in proportion as luxury 
eeaſes, the aero was in later ages taken at noon, 
ancient time of the Jer, in the ſame manner as 

ies of faſhion in London fit down to breakfaſt at the 
De when their anceſtors ſat down to dinner: for 
benæus, who lived in the ſecond century, immedi- 
y adds, dev de pronuEpuov, o nuts apr ov,. X. To A. 

Ich was the uſe of algo among the Greeks. But 
it was adopted by the Jews and written Y, or 


IN, we muſt explain agi-non, Luke xi. 37. from 
> Jewiſh, not the Greek uſages. Now the Jews ap- 


: | Ixtort (Lex. Talm. p. 227.) quotes the following 


ie pro p my N, veſperi fecit illis 
„. Even in the Septuagint it is uſed to denote 
late meal, as appears from 2 Sam. xxiv. 15. edwxe 
105 Jaya ron tv Ic aro WewYev cg op hel. 


225 10. All theſe diſcourſes and parables might be de- 
1y ah ered in leſs than an hour, and therefore there is 
the Þ neceſſity for ſuppoſing that the meal, to which the 
Ing, ariſe invited Chriſt, was given ſo early as ten in 
* > morning, in order to allow time for their delivery. 
10 


ides, if we fix on ſo early an hour, we ſhall hardly 
s ſufficient time for the events, which, in our 
5 thor's opinion, had already taken place on that day. 

11. This interpretation of ca6Ew7ov deuTepomgwroN: is 
culiar to our author. He was led to it perhaps from 
> uſe of the word deuterocanonicus; and as the 
m liber deuterocanonicus* is uſed to denote © a 


ed it to denote not an early, but a late meal: for 


book 
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money after three o'clock on Friday afternoon, Ny 


firſt may be denoted by wewrorewros, the ſecond! 
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book inſerted in the canon, though its claim is da 
ful,” ſo he ſuppoſes that o%6Cxrowv deuTeromEWTY Was ul 
by St, Luke to denote that part of Friday before {y 
ſet, which ſcrupulous Jews annexed to the fab 
though in reality no part of it; for even at this 
the ſtrict Jews abſtain from work and all payment 


if ca6Caro wewrea had been ever uſed to expreh t 
main or primary ſabbath, that is, the time wh 
elapſed from Friday at ſun ſet to Saturday at ſunk 
the ſuppoſition that oaxEC&uroy OEUTEpITEWTOY denote; 1 
ſecondary or acceſſory part of it might be admitid 
But as cabEœ⁵Dσ ro WEwTEU is never uſed in this ſenſe, or 
author's conjecture is deſtitute of ſupport. Scale 
interpretation is, primum ſabbatum poſt ſecundu 
diem Paſchatos,”* \Vetitein's * primum ſabbatum maj 
ſecundi, which is approved by Storr, who in his Deig 
of the Evangelic Hiſtory and Epiſtles of Johns 
315. analyſes the expreſſion thus, ca&6aro vm 
dtureęeu moe. Dodwell ſays, that as there were tr 
grand feſtivals in the Jewiſh year, the Paſſover, f 
feaſt of Pentecoſt, and the feaſt of Tabernacle, i 


JeVTESOTEWTOS, the third by TEITOTEWTOS, Various Ns 
interpretations of this expreſſion, which occurs no wit 
except in Luke vi. 1. may be ſeen in Poli Synopſis, u 


12. This interpretation, which is likewiſe pecli 
to our author, is abſolutely inadmiſſible, for no Gt 


writer ever uſed ereęes in the ſenſe, which he has # 0 
cribed to it. If St. Luke had intended to expire a: 
ſabbath itſelf, in oppoſition! to what the Jews aue! 
to it, he would have uſed ro. oouCoarow: Or, if be 2 
tended to divide the whole into two parts, he woll 
have uſed, not ETEPOC but Aoirog, and have written, 15. 
gT5pov oabearw, but To Aoiroy Ts. oaCepary: | What dich 

The German title of | this: work is, Ueber den Zweck k me 
evangeliſchen Geſchichte und der Briefe Johannis. Tübingen, Ta + he 


$vo. 
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the meaning therefore of oaECxro drurtporgurer, Luke 
1. we muſt neceſſarily underſtand oa66arov error. of 


u otally different ſabbath, St. Matthew likewiſe 
bath gh he has not noted a difference of time, has 
s < rly noted a difference of place, for he ſays, ch. 
its 0 9. x werabas exsibev nde, K. r. N. Conſequently 
No author's opinion, that all the events in No. 33—7. 
\ 1 place within the compatls of four and twenty hours, 
na ich a doubt has been already expreſſed in Note , 


miſtaken one. 


PAGE 39. | 

3. | bere retain Beelzebul, as our author has written 
Which is in fact the proper orthography, for all the 
e manuſcripts without exception have BeeaCe&ua 
= > not wich 8. The Engliſh and other modern 


ſon than becauſe the word is fo written in the Latin 
lgate, to which the tranflators in many inſtances 
d more regard than to the original. But the moſt 


2 Wnt Latin MSS. for inſtance the Latin of the Codex 
« = hare Beelzebul. 7 55 
ond (WS 


,; +; PAGE 95. 

14. Our author here ſpeaks in reference to the day 
tc ſermon in parables, which he ought to have 
cid. But according to Mark iv, 35. to which 
ppcals, Chriſt put to ſea on the evening of that 
_ (& exewn Ty nee of ras. Yevoperns), on which he 
delivered the parables: In Luke vii. 22. to 
Wc, our author likewiſe appeals, there is no deter- 
on of time whatſoever ; for St. Luke ſays merely 
1% Tb . . = . 
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15. Rather on the evening of that very day on 


c. vi. 1. St. Matthew relates Chriſt's deſcent from 
zueck CRE mount, ver. 5. his entrance into Capernaum, ver. 
be fays, ag de yeropens, and in ver. 18. adds, 

N 10 


tions have Beelzebub with a 6, for no other 


ich the ſermon on the mount was delivered. For 
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to Mark iv. 35—37. he entered the ſhip, in yh 


to the apoſtleſhip immediately on Chriſt's return, Pa 
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1% de o Inoue WON oK Week GUTOM, EXEAEUCED ain x 
ro xe 


| PAGE 92. . 

16. St. Luke 1s fo far from having determined 
time, that he virtually conſeſſes by the indetermiy 
expreſſion «& pig Tw , that he himſelf did u 
know the time. We have not therefore a mam 
of evidence in favour of the opinion, that the fn 
in queſtion happened after the ſermon in pan 
We have St. Mark only on the one fide, St. Mata 
on the other. According to Matth. viii. 1-24, Clit 
entered the ſhip, in which he ſuffered the ſtorm, 
the evening of that day, on which he delivered 
ſermon on the mount, Matth. v. vi. vii. Accor 


he ſuffered the ſtorm, on the evening of that dap 
which he delivered his fermon in parables, Matti 
I—34. Now St. Matthew was both an Apoſtle, à 
an inhabitant of Capernaum, where Chriſt ent 
the ſhip: and therefore that he was better .acquanti 
with the time, when the ſtorm happened, is more 
bable, than that St. Mark knew the time better til 
St. Matthew. The objection, which our author mat 
a few lines before, that in this inſtance St. Matti 
was not an eye-witneſs to the fact, ſince he res 
the ſtorm in ch. viii. and his own call to the apo 
ſhip in ch. ix. on Chriſt's return to Capernaun, "A *' 
really of no weight. For if St. Matthew was lil 


time, when the, ftorm happened, muſt have been! 
well known to St. Matthew, as if he himſelf had il 
in the ſhip: and the very circumſtance that his 
election immediately ſucceeded that event, mult W 
ſo impreſſed 1t on his memory, that he could of 
eaſily have forgotten it. Beſides, our author's objec 
cannot be applied without involving us in a co 
diction. For the object of it is to give probabiliſ" 
the opinion, that the ſtorm happened, not 2 


by 
bs 
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on on the mount, as St. Matthew reprefents it, 
iter the ſermon in parables, as St. Mark repreſents 
W But if it happened after the ſermon 1n parables, 
ppened after St. Matthew's call to the apoſtleſhip, 
t. Matthew relates the ſermon in parables in ch. 
Conſequently, we cannot apply the objection, 
out contradicting the objection itſelf. If it be faid 
eply, that St. Matthew did not write in chronolo- 
order, and therefore that we cannot infer that 
was called to the apoſtleſhip before the ſermon in 
bles merely becauſe he has related the one in ch. ix. 
other in ch. xi. we may anſwer that, if this mode of 
Woning is inadmiſſible, no one can infer that the 
m preceded St. Matthew's election, merely becauſe 


in K 


condi related in ch. viii. In whatever view therefore 
1 ſubject be examined, whether it be admitted, or 
day, 0 ther it be denied, that St. Matthew wrote in chro- 
[ark f gical order, the inference in this caſe will be the 
de, Me. Laſtly, ſince St. Matthew has recorded both 
enen ſermon on the mount, and the ſermon in parables, 


leſs probable on this account alſo, that he annexed 


ole ſi he one a fact, which really followed the other, than 
ter U St. Mark did ſo, who has recorded only the latter. 
rm fince St. Matthew expreſsly ſays, ch. xii. 53, 54. 


nero ors ereAtoev o Inovs Tas Wapxbonus rævræg rer 

y, xa cho kg T1 Yτνπ ] id avre' rlidaoxey αονο e TH 
abr, we muſt conclude, unleſs we contradict 
aum, authority of a writer, who had certainly the beſt 
as of information, that Chriſt, after the ſermon 
parables was ended, inſtead of going to the ſea 
been NF» took the road to Nazareth, which is called his 
nad ban Pfr, becauſe it was the reſidence of Joſeph and 
his . | | 15 | 
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CH A-'P.: III. : 

OF THE CAUSE, WHY ST. MATTHEW AND sr. wax 6, 
AND ALSO ST. MARK AND ST. LUKE, nn bi 
SEVERAL INSTANCES A REMARKABLI Vt ting 
HARMONY, THOUGH THE ONE DID NOT cor NA br. 
THE WRITINGS OF THE OTHER. ule 

| h tb 
3 PAGE 93. | bay 
1. This cauſe will be particularly examined in wa 
Diſſertation on the origin of the three firſt Goſpel, WF x. 
vi 2. Our author writes s & Ty xe urs Without 5 
ru in order to make a Hebraiſm, where in fact th red 
is none. In the expreſſion s v wrvov ev Th Nein a ( a: 
uſed both by St. Matthew and St. Luke there ö b 0 
Hebraiſm whatſoever, for 8 relates to wrvoy and ain! C : 
X#igi. The peculiarity of the Hebrew langug WF * 
this reſpect is, that a pronoun relative and a pN/¾ͤ́ * 
demonſtrative are joined with the /ame ſubſtantive, a 6 
Pſalm cxliv. 8. Ne DMD WK, which lied 3 
rendered is, Quorum os eorum loquitur vanitatd . 
Conſequently to make. the phraſe in queſtion a WW... 
braiſm it muſt be written & ro wr7vey, aure, ey ah N e .. 
and Juſtin Martyr. in his Dialogue with Trypho in 
quotes it thus. 1 em 
3. Theſe two events are the cure of a pi cu. 
which St. Matthew has related in ch, ix. 1. 12 
the cure of Jairus's daugbter, which he has reul 055 
ch. ix. 18—2 5. The former is related by St. Oh 
in ch. ii. 1—12. by St. Luke in ch. v. 1720 dom 
the latter is related by St. Mark in ch. v. 21-4 Wit me 
St. Luke in ch. viii. 40—56. In the form N opri, 
Mark and St. Luke (and alſo St. Matthew, which ance 
author has not obſerved) have a great ſimihi WM the f 
expreſſion : but throughout the whole of the ent - 


there is no verbal agreement whatſoever, not cit! 


— 


. 
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ark v. 22. Luke vill. 41. which our author has 


rricularly quofed. 


| : 4. De Oratione, cap. 27: Tom. I. p- 245, 246. 
bDelarue. 


nk 
ekz. 

out 

1 the 
£191 0 
re 1 
| win l 
wage 
pron 
Ive, 8 
1 liter 
anitat 
nat 


* 
oho te 


pariſſ 
—8. 4 
14S 16108 
St. M 
—20.4 
1-431 
ormel, 

which 
milarit 

the It 


ot vel 


Inſtead of ſaying ta follow any one *: the cones 
« to follow after any one,” as may be ſeen on con- 
ting theſe paſſages in the. Syriac verſion. In the 
brew Bible likewiſe, which is better authority, be- 


Wie it is an original, (whereas in the Syriac verſion 


> turns of expreſſion might be aſcribed to a cloſeneſs 
tranſlation,) the ſame mode of ſpeaking is uſed, 
us in 1 Kings xix. 20. PINK NIN, which in the 


I XX. is literally rendered by za aneh ce oi Og, 
Ws. According to Grieſbach's text, which 4s ſup- 


ted by the beſt authority, St. Mark has really 
| ae. But then he has uſed it in this inſtance 
h oriow pz, not with poi, as a claſſic writer would 
re done. However, the Evangeliſts themſelves uſe 
conſtruction | axcautew Two much more frequently 
kn the conſtruction ae, Or eben, omiow rivog, 
ich makes their agreement in here uſing the latter 
ſtruction the more remarkable. 

St. Mark and St. Luke have here uſed yaCoÞv- 
m to denote. the treaſury, in which voluntary con- 
utions were depoſited for the ſervice of the temple. 
te word is frequently uſed both in the Septuagint 
| in the Greek Apocrypha: and in the book of 
bemiah it always denotes the facred treaſury in 
ticular. Thus in ch. x, 37. 08T0[aEV TOL5 ice ELG T0 
LoOunaoy ore T8 Oen: ch. XI. 4. Ev YatoPunarus 
Oer nuwy; ver. 7. T0INFXL, GUTW yaCoPuranuoy e avARr 
| + Os. St. Mark and St. Luke therefore are ſo 
from having taken Ya οοννν¾ in an unufual ſenſe, 
It they have taken it in the ſenſe, to which it was 
ropriated by particular uſage. Conſequently in this 
lance their agreement in expreſſing the ſame thing 
the ſame word proves nothing in reſpect to our 
lent ! inquiry. Nor 18 their agreement in the uſe of 

the 
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ſury large ſums, contributed two pieces of the ſm, 


confounded, were ſometimes exchanged by [will 


them. 


* 


the word Nero at all extraordinary, though this ny 
occurs no where elſe in the New Teſtament. in 
was the name of the ſmalleſt coin among the Grevy 
it was the jth part of the Xaxxes, the 5th part of k 
OCokos,' and the 336th part of the Azaypy. Nor 
Mark xii. 42. Luke xxi. 2. the ſubject relates ut 
poor woman, who, while the rich depoſited in the w 


Jewiſh coin. That theſe two Evangeliſts therefor 
relating the ſtory in Greek, ſelected the Greek wlll 
which denoted the ſmalleſt coin among the Greet, . 
what might be naturally expected, and require pi 

further explanation. | if 
- 8, Oos is here uſed as ſynonymous to wog. TP" th 
two words, which no claſſic Greek writer would wii 


Greek writers, and uſed as ſynonymous, becauſe | 


ſame Hebrew word VN denotes both light and in 1 
It is true that after points were added, the Vin! 
written with Holem, when & was taken in the int 
ſenſe, and with Shurek, when it was taken in the 4 


yet, notwithſtanding this Maſoretic refinement, en. 
word remained in fact the ſame. In Syriac, TV} : | 
expreſſed by zen, Oe by zo, which differ oi plai 
in the guttural , and were probably pronounce i e 
nearly alike, that it was very difficult to diſting 


35 PAGE 94. 
9. Our author here adds 5 before eo, in ord! 
make a Hebraiſm, though the phraſe uſed by &. U 
has none. . „„ 3 
10. n dy is rendered in the LXX. by "i. ... 
uva. See Pſalm cvii. 0 in LXX.) vet. 1 ier. 
For dvvzpw St. Luke has ſubſtituted xeares. | bo 
11. He wporwne Ts ve is a literal tranſlatw 


he ſub 


reeks 


In 


mn 955, or P58 Dh, expreſſions, which i ) we 
ſantly occur in the Hebrew Bible. N al 


12... 111, 
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. L. Javars is the literal tranſlation of moSy, 
h is thus rendered in the LXX. in Job iii. 5. 
22. XXIV. 17. XXViL 3. and in other places. 
. the LXX. Mz5-:# is fo far from being the 
WS tran{lation of Jad, that, though Y occurs ſixty 
in the Old Teſtament, it is rendered by gig 
ly three inſtances, Plalm xxxvin. 9. (not ver. 12. 
ch Kircher and Trommius have here inaccurately 
cd), Plalm Ixxxviii. 32. xc. 10. The ſecond of 
bree paſſages Is, eit. b gbd rag avopuics 
„ ral & gig! rag aht auTW, where part, 
ell as a in the Hebrew, is uſed in its primitive 
In the firſt example it is likewiſe uſed literally: 
n the third example, which is pagif w £yyie mw 
ari os, It admits at leaſt of a figurative ſenſe. 
The preceding quotations are in reference to 
reek diviſion of the Pſalms. In Prov. vi. 33. 
e 31) ſignifies © pain or affliction,' it is ren- 
in the LXX. by edn: but Symmachus has even 
Is inſtance uſed AiF. | | | 
As our author has not. mentioned the line in 
er, he probably quotes on the authority of H. 
ens, or Scapula, the former of whom after he 


fd baned pairt as denoting metaphorically © peena ? 
nc! quo ſenſu dixit Homerus gi Hi Now 
iſtinol ephens had probably the following line in view. 


N. 812. where Ajax ſays, 


A Aves E” % H ed, AN ao 


. * he ſubject here relates to the havock made among 
CM reeks by Hector, whom Ajax deſcribes as a 
ge in the hands of Jupiter: and there is no re- 
s our author ſuppoſed, to any diſeaſe inflicted 
{IT piter. A 


| lt is the literal tranſlation of 195. 

flat In 2 Kings xii. 17. (not 18. as our author 

ſhich A $) we find erafev | ACana To Teorwroy OUTS ave Enya 
| wah: but neither in this, nor in the other two 
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examples is Fngigu uſed with weoowno? as in Luke .; 
However in the Greek verſion of Ezekiel yg oy 
ro frequently occurs. Thus in ch. xxi, 2. wp 
To WeoTwnoy O08 ET Iepsor aAnm : and in ch. XXVIil, 1 
Fngioov To Weorwnre Os mb Eidwve. In both thek 
ſtances PD TW, converte faciam tuam, is uſt! 
the Hebrew. 

17. In Syriac the common meaning of {1 is 
as of NT in Hebrew, and of is in Greek: nord 
it appear to be ever uſed in the ſenſe of jam. 1 
the Syriac tranſlator has uſed it in Luke xii. 16, hn 
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nothing more than that he took «ds in its conm | 
acceptation. ww 
18. A better example is in 1 Kings xvil. 24. we 
10s is uſed in the Greek, and n ANY in the Hebra N 
The preſent is the moſt convenient place f«t a 
examination of a ſubject, which has lately envy T 
the attention of ſome of the moſt eminent Gm in 
critics, namely, The origin of our three firſt Go the 
Our author himſelf, in the preceding chapte, | u 0 
delivered his opinion, though without entering i fon 
any minute. inveſtigation. Indeed the principal 85 i 
lications on this ſubject have appeared ſince theft f p 
1788, when the laſt edition of his Introduction th. 
printed, and therefore he had not an opportuul Chr 
entering ſo deeply into it, as he otherwiſe w dn þ 
have done. But as the ſubject is of great imp r of 
and has material influence on every other critic ls of 
tion relative to our canonical Goſpels, I thought! this 
indiſpenſable duty to inſtitute a particular inquiſ i in Cc 
it, which J have done in the Differtation pri", ot 
the latter half of this volume, and which the rel in P 
requeſted to peruſe immediately, becauſe freque i {ci 


ference will be made to it in the Notes to-the 
following chapters, 


CHI 


NOTES TO CHAP. IV. SECT. I. 
hk 


” CHAP. Iv. 


4 * OF ST. MATTHEW'S GOSPEL. 
 =- 
SECT 3. 
PAGE 96. 


EE Simonis Onomaſticum Novi Teſtamenti 
(Hale, 1762, 4to.) p. 107, 108. 


| PAGE 97. 

Not only in regard to the main point, but in re- 
| likewiſe to all the concomitant circumſtances, are 
accounts, which are given in Matth. ix. 9—17. 
k il. 13-22. Luke v. 27—39. preciſely the ſame: 
in the greateſt part of the narrative St. Mark has 

che ſame words, as St. Matthew. See the Diſſer- 
Wn on the Origin of our three firſt Goſpels, Firſt 
fon, Sect. 8. All three Evangeliſts agree in re- 


ipal f g, immediately after the deſtription of Chriſt's cure 
; the RE: perſon afflicted with the palſy at Capernaum, 
on lth, ix. 1—8, Mark ii. 1—12. Luke v. 17—26.) 
tun Chriſt departed from the houſe where the paralytic 


In bad been cured, and that ſeeing a certain col- 
of tribute, who was then engaged in the duties 
is office, Chriſt invited him to become his diſciple, 
this collector of tribute accepted the invitation, 
in conſequence of his acceptance a repaſt was pre- 
d, of which Chriſt and his diſciples partook, that 
in Phariſees, to whom tax-gatherers were obnoxi- 
ſeeing Chriſt in ſuch company, cenſured him on 
account, and that Chriſt anſwered they who are 
e need not a phyſician, but they who are fick.” 
ber, all three Evangeliſts agree in relating that 
diſciples of John the Baptiſt, who were accuſ- 
d to a more auſtere life, ſeeing Chriſt at an enter- 
| 1 tainment, 
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fſerent names of the ſame perſon, the former being 
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collector of tribute, they mean one and the ſame p 


tainment, expreſſed their ſurprize at it, and that C 
anſwered them in the parable of the bridegroom, b 
parable of an old garment mended with ney cd 
and the parable of old bottles filled with new wx 
It is reaſonable to ſuppoſe therefore, that all tin 
Evangeliſts have recorded one and the ſame fact, uf 
that, though they differ in reſpect to the nane of i 


Now ſince both St. Mark and St. Luke agree in cl 
him Asuis, we may conclude that „h was the wn 
which was written in the common Hebrew doc 
and that both St. Mark and St. Luke retained it Mer 
out any alteration. St. Matthew, on the com 
exchanged the name of 17 for that of Y, a« vi: 
Cauſe 19 was a miſtake in the original document, or 
probably becauſe St. Matthew, after he was becone Wn : 
diſciple of Chriſt, laid afide his former name, wh 
would have inſtantly reminded the Jews of an ou 
tion, which was offenſive to them, and adopted att 
one, in the ſame manner as the apoſtle Lebbæus ay 
ted the name of Thaddeus, John, the couſin of Bu 
bas, the name of Mark, and Saul altered his nant 
that of Paul. According to this repreſentation U 
or Levis) and Matthew were nothing more than 


which he bore, while he was colle&or of tribute, 
latter the name which he afterwards aſſumed. I! 
original Hebrew document the name of mb was aſc 
to him in the place, where his invitation to tbe of. 
ſhip was deſcribed, becauſe at that time he bot Ws we 
name of Levi: and St. Mark and St. Luke ca d M 


the name, which they found in the common H 4/21. 


document, becauſe, as they themſelves were not M post! 
tles, and had no connexion with St. Matthew, edly 


either did not know, that St. Matthew had, cg ne 7, 
his name, or were not aware that the name ) A calle: 
they found in their common document, denote" ie only 
Apoſtle Matthew. But St, Matthew himſel, e mac 
had laid afide the name of 1? long before he * Jult me 
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bel, ſubſtituted the name, by which he was gene- 
—_ nown at the time when he wrote. | 
lf St. Matthew and Levi had been names of two 
ent perſons, and theſe two perſons had been in- 
a py Chriſt at the ſame time to become his diſciples, 
very improbable that St. Matthew would have 
Wind the whole narrative in ſuch a manner to him- 
| 25 not to give even the moſt diſtant hint, that 
her perſon received, at the ſame time, a ſimilar 
tion. But if the omiſſion of the name of Levi 
=: Matthew's Goſpel muſt appear extraordinary 
er theſe circumſtances, what muſt we think of the 
ton of the name of Matthew in the place where 
Mak and St. Luke relate the call of Levi. Our 
or indeed endeavours, as will preſently appear, to 
Wn rcaſons, which might have induced theſe two 
neelifts to relate the call of the one, and omit the 
of the other. But his reaſons are merely imagi- 
and if they were ever ſo well founded, they never 
d juſtify a defgned omiffion, as his arguments im- 
of the call of a perſon, who was received into the 
ber of the twelve Apoſtles, and that too in the 
| place, where they relate the call of his ſuppoſed 
wue, | 535 | 
pas 98. | 
[tis true that St. Mark (but not St. Luke) calls 
the ſon of Alphæus: but that he was therefore a re- 
n of Chriſt, is an inference, which we cannot make, 
we take for granted, 1ſt that Alphæus, men- 
d Mark ii. 14. as the father of Levi,' was the 
Alphens, who is mentioned as the father of James 
\poltle, Matth. x. 3. Mark iii. 18. Luke vi. 15, 
ay that James the Apoſtle, ſon of Alphæus, was 
d, ch ne James, who is mentioned Matth. xiii. 55. and 
called one of Chriſt's brethren, (ade. This 
e only mode of reaſoning, by which a relationſhip 
de made out between Levi and Chriſt: and if theſe 
Juſt mentioned poſitions could be proved to be true, 
: FS | 1t 
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the name is no argument for the identity of the per 


it would follow that Levi was a brother of Jams t 
Leſs, as he is called, and a relation of Chriſt, But 
firſt of them it is at leaſt difficult to prove; for we ln 
not ſufficient data, to determine the identity of d 
Alphæus mentioned in Mark ii. 14. with the Altai 
mentioned in Matth. x. 3, &c. : and the idem ee. 


ſince various perſons, who lived in Galilee, might h 
borne the name of Alphæus. Michaelis himlelf li 
wie has ſince abandoned the opinion that the Ape 
mentioned in Mark ii. 14. was the ſame as the Alpha 
mentioned in Matth. x. 3, &c. as appears from yi 
he ſays, on Mark ii. 14. in his Annotations cn 
three firſt Goſpels, publiſhed in 1790. But ani 
their identity be granted, it will be of no uſe; folt 
other poſition not only cannot be proved to be n 
but may be proved to be falſe. For none of Chil 
brethren believed in him, at leaſt not at the timewalail 
he choſe his twelve Apoſtles, fince it is exprefsy ui an 
John vii. LY Oud: Yue % D GUTS8 ETLSEVGY £16 a 0 
and that the twelve Apoſtles had been already ch 
at that time appears from what Chriſt ſays a few it 
before (John vi. 70.), oude e vas mes doku ef 
x.T.A. See alſo Mark iii. 21. 31. But if none of C 
| brethren believed in him, none of them could i 
become an Apoſtle: and therefore the James, vidi 
mentioned, Matth. xiii. as one of Chriſt's breit 
(aden cannot be the Apoſtle James, the fon ok 
phæus. It cannot be objected, that the word 4 
has a different meaning in John vii. 5. from that vi 
it has in Matth. xiii. 55. and that in one place i 1 


be taken in a remote, in the other in its propet f Apo 
for this would be to adopt a mere arbitrary ' be | 
pretation, 1n order to ſupport a previouſly alan | ule 
opinion. i 2 he 

5. Though St. Mark and St. Luke relate ti 5s. 
entertainment was given in the houſe of Levi, agg; Ley 
nor conclude that it was not given in the houſe 09 Mat 


Matthew, without being guilty- of a petitio pus 
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ot taking for granted that Levi and Matthew 


1 

tv different perſons. That St. Matthew has barely 
- o {i0n<d the feaſt, without noticing the founder of it, 
roof only of his own modeity. 


WS This is the only ſolid argument, which can be 
ed in favour of the opinion, that Matthew and 
| were two different perſons: but this argument 
not outweigh the arguments in favour of their 
tity, if a reaſon can be aſſigned, why St, Mark and 
e, in relating Chriſt's invitation of a collector 
lies bute at Capernaum to become his diſciple, agreed 
ling him Levi, though each of them in his cata- 
e of the twelve Apoſtles has uſed not the name of 
- WW, but that of Matthew. And this reaſon has been 
rey aſſigned in Note 2. 

dene lt may be here aſked: Of what Apoſtles? For 
C author himſelf acknowledges in his Note to 
noo 11. 14. that more perſons, than one, who bore 
arme of Alphæus are mentidned in the New Teſ- 
ac an As | 

an bat James, Joſes, Simon, and Judas, who are 
-v u ioned in Matth. xiv. 5 5. and are there called 


Pen 
int 
peri 
"i wh 
H 
0: 


eW ug 
ren of Chriſt, were ſons of hat Alphæus, who is. 
feu oned in Matth. x. 3. Mark in. 18. Luke vi. 15, 


old b 
„ il 
bretif 
ſon df! 
d 200 5 
bat vw 
vas ſon of that Alphæus, who was father of 


e father of an apoſtle, called James, is an opinion, 
h has been already confuted in Note 4. Whether 
father was likewiſe called Alphæus, is a queſtion 
o importance to the preſent inquiry. 

Even if St. Matthew (namely, on the ſuppoſition 
he was the ſame as Levi, which muſt be here ſup- 


e it 
per poſtle called James the Leſs, ſtill the inference 
cary nde falſe, that St. Matthew was a relation of Chriſt, 


ala ule Alphæus, the father of James the Leſs, was 
he father of the four perſons mentioned in Matth. 
e thit s. The ſuppoſition therefore, that St. Matthew 
i, we Levi were the fame perſon, is not at all affected by 
ou d Matthew's filence in reſpect to any relationſhip 


| pruc ; „ | with 


# 
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with Chriſt, ſince the ſuppoſition warrants no ( 
concluſion, "2 


PAGE 99. | 

10. Our author's objection to the argument, yl 
he himſelf had uſed in the third edition, when che 
ſtated, is as follows. Though St. Matthew in 
catalogue of the twelve Apoſtles, has not faid tha 
was the ſon of Alphæus, as he has of James dhe la 
we cannot infer from his ſilence on this ſubject, th 
was not the ſon of Alphæus, becauſe he is equally 
in reſpect to Lebbæus, though Lebbæus, as wl 
James the Leſs, was (as is ſuppoſed) the fon df. 
phæus.—But if St. Matthew had been fon of tl 
hæus, who was father of James the Leſs, it 5 
able that he would have noted at leaſt his 0 


8 . * Mar 
relationſhip: and therefore our author's ohe e.. 
his own argument is not convincing. The ag tes 
however is for this reaſon without foundation, iu poly 
implies, what no man can prove, that the An uppoſ 
mentioned in Mark ii. 14. as the father of Le If 
that very Alphæus, who was father of James the led th 

Our author has not expreſſed himſelf clearly; in, ac 
means to argue thus. According to St. Mark, Wh vas 
father of Levi was called Alphæus: if therciot e that 
Matthew and Levi were one and the ſame perl, Wir or J 
Matthew's father was called Alphæus. But WM: diger 
2 was the ſame perſon, as the father of Jans there! 

eſs: therefore, &c. K ii. 1 

11. It is true that Chriſt might have invited 1M his js 
ſon to become his conſtant attendant, and a be al. 
receive him into the number of his Apoſtles : M Lebbæ 
it appears, that there is no abſolute neceſſity u erer th. 
cluding that Levi, if he was a different perſon Mark 2 
St. Matthew, was likewiſe an Apoſtle. But uch 8 
arguments, which have been uſed above in N likewiiz 
can be overruled, and St. Matthew and Lei! e name 

f really different perſons, the opinion adopted by Wer from 


Perſon I 


— 
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Ss Hcumann, that Levi was the ſame perſon as the 
oſtle, whom St. Matthew in his catalogue of the 
WW oftles calls Lebbæus, will be found to be not wholly 
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tute of ſupport. For the Hebrew name , 
ecially if pointed 17 (fee Simonis Onomaſt. N. T. 


| 99.) might be expreſſed in Greek by Ace i0g, ſince 


5 frequently uſed for), as in Aae for : and 
ugh the word is written Ace Eαι˖,ꝭ,N with a double B, 
addition is of no conſequence, ſince in other Be- 
w names we ſometimes meet with the fame dupli- 
jon, as in Tobit i. 8. where Are is written 
Kuga. Further, the Apoſtle Lebbæus is ſuppoſed 
have been the fon of that Alphæus, who was father 
James the Leſs. For in the place, where St. Mat- 
w has AzGCauos 0 eric Anbeig Oxdduns, ch. X. 3. and 
Mark Oadd os, ch. iii. 18. St. Luke has Idas 
v6: and ſince in St. Luke's catalogue of the twelve 
ſtles Ia © Tv Ai precedes, with the interval 
only one other name, that of Simon the zealot, it 
uppoſed that St. Luke intended by Isdag Iaxuis to 
r to James the fon of Alphæus. Hence it is con- 
ed that Lebbæus was likewiſe the fon of Alphæus. 
in, according to Mark 1. 14. Levi had a father, 
d was called Alphæus: and though no one can 
e that is Alphæus was the fame perſon as the 
er of James the Leſs, yet if St. Matthew and Levi 
e Cifferent perſons, we cannot prove the contrary. 
therefore not improbable that Levi mentioned in 
K 11, 14. Luke v. 27. was the Apoſtle Lebbeus. 
bis is the general outline of the argument, which 
be alledged in favour of the opinion, that Levi 
Lebbæus were one and the ſame perſon. In fact 
ever they prove nothing more than this: that, 
Mark and St. Luke, notwithſtanding their agree- 
t with St. Matthew, not only in the main narrative, 
likewiſe in all the circumſtances, except in regard 
e name, have really deſcribed the call ot a different 
on from him, whoſe call St. Matthew has deſcribed, 
perſon mentioned by St. Mark and St. Luke may 
-. 
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be the Apoſtle Lebbæus. But if the argument; 
favour of the opinion, that all three Evangeliſts is 
related the call of one and the fame perſon, are i 
as they appear to be, the notion, that St. Mark w 
St. Luke have related the call of Lebbeus tt 
apoſtleſhip, is ungrounded. | 

12. See Lardner's Hiſtory of the Apoſtles and Eu. 
geliſts, Vol. I. ch. v. $1. (Vol. VI. p. 44—40. U 
Lardner's Works, publiſhed in 1788), where the i 


d 0 
traditional accounts, which are extant of St. Main, ven 
- hiſtory are collected. But Lardner juſtly obi, > al 
that the diverſity of thoſe accounts ſeems to ln, ich 
that they are all without good foundation. Kir 
| PAGE 190. | iz. 
13. Theophylact, in the Preface to his Comma .I 
on St. Matthew, and Euthymius Zigabenus, likenkn 10. 
the Preface to his Commentary on St. Matthes f er 
which however only a Latin tranſſation has 5, 
printed, viz. in the Maxima Bibliotheca, Tom. III. 
ſay that St. Matthew wrote his Goſpel eight year 
the aſcenfion. And it is better to abide by their mt ; 
of expreſſion than to ſubſtitute, as our author has d , 
the year 41: for it is not abſolutely certain that (ii 7 
was thirty-three years of age, when he was crucſt 
Further, ſince chronologers are agreed, that Chritis 
born at leaſt. four years before the commencement di 18, 
vulgar æra, great care muſt be taken in reducing li fou 
years after the aſcenſion to the years of Chriſt, nl D, 1 
confound the year 41, for inſtance, according toi * 
vulgar era, with that, which was really the 41ſt ple 
after the birth of Chriſt, for this is at the outſidet tine 
year 37 of the vulgar era. In reſpect to dates 101 : ed 
firſt century, as the vulgar era was not then ufed, "vl nr 
X e 


a matter of indifference, provided we are every 1 
conſiſtent, whether we refer to the real year of C 
birth, or whether we have reſpect to the vulgar en WAN” 
14. When our author ſays that in moſt of the" 
ſcriptions to St. Matthew's Goſpel, the year 41 a 
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ought rather to have ſaid the eighth year after the 
enſion) is aſſigned as the date of its compoſition, it 
WE not be then ce inferred, that moſt of the Greek MSS. 
y afngn to it this date: for in the greateſt part of 
Greek MISS. , eſpecially of thoſe, which are written 
oncial letters, no date whatever is mentioned in the 
WH cription. At leaſt Wetſtein has quoted only eleven 
of more than an hundred MSS. of the Goſpels, 
only one of them is written in uncials. Theſe 
en however agree in aſſigning the eighth year aſter 
We: aſcenfion. The Arabic Life of St. Matthew, to 
och our author refers, is probably the work publiſhed 
Kirſtenius at Breſlaw in 1608, under the title, Vitæ 
Wy. Evangeliſtarum e codice Arabico. : 
iz. See what Lardner has ſaid on this ſubject, 
. I. p. 262. ed. 1788. ; 
i. The German title of this work is, Abhandlun 
er die Grundſprache des Evangelii Matthæi, Halle, 
55, vo. 


\ 


PACE IO2, 


17, 8 Vol. I. p. 110. or Vol. VI. p. 56. 
1788. | | 


\ri; PAGE 104. 

1c d. An exception however may be made, in favour of 
ig borteenth argument, which is of a different deſcrip- 
| mn n, namely: There is alſo an expreſſion uſed by him 
tot Matthew) once or twice, intimating that it was a 
1 on ſceerable ſpace ſince the time of the event, and his 
{ice i ting about it: ch. xxvii. 8. Vherefore that field was 
; ub e field of blood to this day. Having related the 
(cd, 19" of the ſoldiers, and the directions given to them 
y the Jewiſh council to ſay, hat his diſciples came by 
Cu jt, and flole him away: he adds, and this ſaying is 
ela 


auh reported among the Fews until this day, ver. i 5: 

h an expreſſion does not denote any certain perio 
one would think, that in this caſe, thereby muſt be 
intended 


92 NorzEs TO CHAP, IV. SECT.'T, 


intended a conſiderable ſpace of time, more than) 
or ten, or fifteen years.” OW f 

19. In the paragraph to which our author lyk 
he ſays only © according to ſome critics it was in te 
Gr, though it really muſt have been much later, J 
opinion therefore, which Michaelis delivered, was 
in favour of St. Paul's ſecond reſidence, than in H 
of his firſt reſidence in Rome. This contradivin 
aroſe from the following overſight. In the third «lin 
of his Introduction he really did underſtand the wr 
of Irenzus, as he ſays : but he altered the ſenteme f 
his fourth edition, and yet forgot that he had dorf. 
when he came to the place, to which this note rel 


PAGE 105. 
20. It is true that Coſmas of Alexandria refer tle 
writing of St. Matthew's Goſpel to the time what 
Stephen was put to death. See Lardner's Wat 
Vol. IV. p. 51. ed. 1788. But Coſmas does m9 
with Tillemont that this event happened ſo ſoon tit 
the death of Chriſt : nor can it have happened folm, 
as will appear from a following note. 
21. Tillemont's opinion differs very little from tt 
of Dr. Townſon, who ſuppoſes that St. Mattei 
Goſpel was written in the year 37. See his Diſcaut 
on the four Goſpels, p. 120. 2d ed. Oxford, 1 
8vo. And Dr. Owen in his Obſervations on thei 
Goſpels (London, 1764, 8vo.) p. 22. fixes it on d 
year later, namely in 38. 

22. That the fourth year after the aſcenſion wut 
year in which St. Paul-went to Jeruſalem to conferi6 
Sr. Peter (Gal. i. 18.), is an opinion wholly deiii 
of foundation. For, according to St. Paul's ow* 
count (Gal. i. 17, 18.) he went into Arabia aft" Ven 
converſion; and after his return to Damaſcus, *il 
years elapſed, before he went up to Jeruſalem to co | 
with St. Peter. - Conſequently, even if the time d. 
ſtay. in Arabia be not taken into the account, 
Journey to Jeruſalem to confer with St. Peter 4 
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MW: happened folſoon as the fourth year after the death 
Chit. But St. Paul's converſion muſt have hap- 
ed ſeveral years later; for at that time the Jewiſh 
bedrim poilciſed the power of inflicting capital pu- 
WH ments, as appears from the condemnation of St. 
phen by the Sanhedrim (zva eig T0 Tuvsde 10, Acts 
12.) which preceded St. Paul's journey to Damaſ- 
and as long as Judza was governed by the Roman 
n corator Pontius Pilate, the Sanhedrim did not poſ- 
i; WS ti power, for the Jewiſh prieſts themſelves ſaid 

inte, when they requeſted him to condemn Chriſt, 
wn kein arourewas Ire, John xvii. 31. But 
tee continued procurator of Judæa till the beginning 
be year 37 of the vulgar era: for Joſephus, who 
es in his Antiq. Lib. xviu. cap. 4. § 2. that 


te, after he had governed Judæa ten years, was 
1 4 WW oletled of his government by Vitellins, proconſul 
Vat, Syria, and ſent to Rome, adds that when Pilate ar- 
mee there, Tiberius was already dead: wen gs nm Ty 
n ut 797% 50 avTov, Obaves Tiesgiog urg. Now Ti- 


as died on the 16th of March, of the year 37 of 
vulgar era. Conſequently the death of St. Stephen, 
Paul's perſecution of the Chriſtians, and his ſubſe- 
rt converſion, could not have happened before that 
: and therefore the journey to Jeruſalem, mentioned 
. i. 18. which was at leaſt three years later, could 
have taken place before the year 0. 

hether the condemnation of St. Stephen and the 


nly i 

1 ecution of the Chriſtians took piace immediately 
is her the departure of Pilate, or whether they happened 
ew later year, is uncertain. But as Vitellius was as 
eftti ourable to the Jews as Pilate had been inimical to 
un n, and Marcellus, the friend of Vitellius, was ap- 
fi ted by him to govern Judæa in the room of Pilate 


Joſephus in the place above - quoted), it is not im- 
3 dbable that the Sanhedrim obtained from him a pri- 
ee, which it did not enjoy under the government 
3 Pilate: and if they did, they of courſe took the 
z lieft opportunity of making ule of it. 


I tit 
0 colt 


23, That 
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23. That St. Matthew wrote his Goſpel for the 6M 


of the Jewiſh converts in Paleſtine is a point, on wii 


all the ancients are agreed: but for the opinion thi 


wrote it in the city of Jeruſalem, we have no 05 
authority. It is true that the author of the Syngj 
falſely aſcribed to Athanaſius, and the author of k 
Paſchal Chronicle, affert it. See Lardner's Wat 
Vol. IV. p. 263. 293. ed. 1788. Jeruſalem i; liþ 
wife mentioned in the ſubſcription to St. Mattben 
Goſpel in ſome few Greek manuſcripts. But ſuch le 
and ſuch anonymous authorities are of no value: at 
1s evident that' the ancients themſelves did not known 
what city St. Matthew wrote his Goſpel; for Jenn 


who, from his reſidence in Paleſtine, had the belt g 


portunity of procuring information, ſays only in gee 
terms, in the Preface to his Commentary on St, Mt 
thew (Tom. IV. p. 3. ed. Martianay), Evangelun 
in Judza Hebræo ſermone edidit. And Chrylol 
in his firſt Homily on St. Matthew's Goſpel virtwl 


confeſſes, that he is unable to determine in what ini 


any one of the four Evangeliſts wrote: cuba pv mn ran 


di eyeone, „ ooo Jes wxveronodai, (whete i 4 


ſtead of de tome authorities have Jarov). See Ch. 
Opp. Tom. VII. p. 8. ed. Montfaucon. 

24. St. Luke virtually declares in Acts viii. 1. tif 
the Apoſtles did not leave Jeruſalem during the pet 
cution, which took place after the death of St. Stephil 
for he ſays, © They were all ſcattered abroad, through 
out the regions of Judea and Samaria, except the All. 
And in ver. 14. When the Apoſtles, which wer! 
Jeruſalem, &c.* Likewiſe in ch. ix. 26— 0. vitf 
he mentions St. Paul's arrival in Jeruſalem after b 
converſion, he ſpeaks in general terms of the Apolit 
as being ſtill there. | | 9 
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25. Whatever interpretation be given to the woch 


of Irenæus, whether we ſuppoſe that he meant that d. 
Matthew wrote his Goſpel during St. Paul's 9 
| a 


Peace in Rome, deſcribed in Acts xxviii. or during a 
Cond reſidence, we ſhall be equally well able to ac- 
ont for the circumſtance that St. Matthew's Goſpel 
a unknown to St. Luke. 


| For in either caſe, if St. 
ke wrote his Goſpel before he quitted Paleſtine to 


3 ccompany St. Paul to Rome, he wrote before St. 


itthew: and, if on the other hand he wrote his 


opel after he had left Paleſtine, St. Matthew's 
opel, even if written beſore that of St. Luke, would 
ee remained, if not wholly unknown to him, at 
itt unſeen by him, fince tranſcripts of written books 


ere not ſent from one quarter of the globe to another 
ith that rapidity, with which we now diſtribute copies 


printed books. 
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don of Herod the Great, had been appointed king 
W Judza by the emperor Claudius. But in fact this 
emal note of time is a mere imaginary one, for it 


26. The words of Origen on this ſubject are quoted 


Wh Euſcbius, Hiſt. Eccleſ. Lib. VI. cap. 25. 


. . 


| PAGE III. | 
1. The words uſed by Irenzus preclude this expla- 


on: for Irenæus expreſſſy fays, that St. Matthew's 


crew Goſpel was publiſhed while St. Paul and St. 
O u dn Marbatog er 


peru T1 eu-. Adv. Herel. Lib. III. cap. 1. 
2. This is the only inſtance of an internal note of 


re, from which it might be inferred that St. Mat- 


ew's Goſpel was written before Herod Agrippa, 


as not the practice of ancient hiſtorians to diſtinguiſh 
ings of the ſame name by any particular mark, or by 
e addition of © the firſt,” the ſecond,” and ſo on, as 

the practice of modern hiſtorians. When the 
omens invaded Macedon after the cloſe of the ſecond 


Punic 
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Matth. ii. 1. without any additional epithet to die 
guiſh him from his grandſon Herod Agrippa, who 


any of his readers would make fo ſtrange a miſtake, a 


ditional epithet to diſtinguiſh him from his grandiat 
For St. Luke could not ſuppoſe, that any one woll 


tipas (lon of Herod the Great), who is commol 


as the Codex Bezz, and ſome other MSS. read Hm 


this title to the various reigning Herods makes 1 


Punic war, Philip, who then reigned in Macedon, m 
the third king of that name: yet Livy in the thirty. ft 
and following bqoks of his hiſtory, in which he reg 
the Macedonian war, calls him fimply Philippus, wi 
out any diſtinguiſhing epithet whatſoever, ſince th 
circumſtance of the hiſtory itlelf clearly ſhewed, thy 
neither Philip, the father of Alexander, nor Philip, k 
fon of Caſſander could be meant. In like mam 

Herod the Great is called fimply Head « g 


likewiſe king of Judza, becauſe it could not hare 
curred. to the writer, though he had written eite 


during or later than the reign of the other Herod, the 


9 foun 


aut! 
Mat. 
ere a 


pel e 


to ſuppole that king Herod, under whoſe reign Chnl 
was born, was not Herod the Great, but his grand 
St. Luke alſo in his Goſpel, ch. i. 5. calls Herod thi 
Great ſimply '"Hewdns 6 Baornevs, without any adding 
epithet to diſtinguiſh him from his grandſon : and uM 
the Acts of the Apoſtles, ch. xii. 1. he gives to Hen 
Agrippa the ſame title Hęudns 6 Baciaeg, without a d. 


imagine, the Herod, who beheaded James the Apt 
(Acts xii. 2.) was Herod the Great, any more tha 
could ſuppoſe, that one would miſtake the Heu 
under whoſe reign Chriſt was born, for the He 
who beheaded St. James. Further, the ſame lit 
which St. Luke gives both to Herod the Great, wif 
to his grandſon, is given by St. Mark to Herod i 


known by the title of tetrarch of Galilee, a title hu 
ever, which St. Mark never gives him, but on 
contray calls him in ch. vi. 14. 6 Bois Hyun, | 


à Bacinevs. The indiſcriminate application chereleftg 


| as wr 


} 


poſlible to deduce any inference from the ule ©, 
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W \ſacth. ii. 1. in reſpect to the time, when St. Mat- 
Ness Goſpel was written, or even when the two firſt 
ters were written, if they were not written by St. 
atthew. 
ee undoubtedly written long after the reign of Herod 
opa, St. Luke thought it unneceſfary to diſtinguiſh 


And if in the. Acts ;of the Apoſtles, which 


Herod by any other appellation than that of *Hewdyg 


3 cvs, though St. Luke himſelf had in his Goſpel 


Herd F 


ale dl 


f Matth. i. 11. were not written by 


: ady given the ſame title to the grandfather, the ſup- 
ton that either St. Luke or St. Matthew (for our 


hor's inference applies equally to both) would have 


| tinguiſhed Herod from his grandſon, if he had 
ten after the reign of the latter, is evidently devoid 


foundation. And it is the more remarkable, that 


| | author ſhould apply the argument to the Goſpel of 


Matthew, as in a following ſection (ch. vi. ſect. 5.) 


Were another writer is quoted, who applies it to the 


pel of St. Luke, he poſitively rejects it. 


PAGE 112. | 
. Namely in the Note to Matth. ii. 1. 0 
St. Matthew 
ſelf, but were afterwards prefixed to his Goſpel, it 


Wo ncceflary conſequence, that the author of them 


e alter St, Matthew, fince they may have exiſted 
ſeparate document under the title, which they {till 
„ Beneog yertrews Ince Xerre, even before St. Mat- 
s Goſpel was written: and therefore the uſe of the 
feſſon *"Hewdng 6 BSaoarus in ch. ii. 1. can prove no- 


in reſpect to the time when St. Matthew himſelf 


te, if the two firſt chapters were written by a diffe- 
perſon. But whether they were, or were not, is 
o importance to the preſent inquiry, ſince the ex- 
non contains no internal note of time, as has been 
dy ſhewn. n | : 

If St. Matthew's Goſpel (on the ſuppoſition that 
a8 written before St, Luke's Goſpel) remained un- 
Wn to St. Luke for no other reaſon, than becauſe 
as written in Hebrew, that .is, in the language 
OL, III. | * G ſpoken 


* 
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ſpoken in Paleſtine in the time of the Apoſtle, x yy 6 
Luke muſt have been unacquainted with that lang | 


have ote : 
for otherwiſe, the circumſtance, that St. Matthew, es tl 
Goſpel was written in Hebrew, could not hate hy the 


the cauſe, why St. Luke made no uſe of it. Bu i; eg 
impoſſible to read a page of St. Luke's Goſpel win WAN 
perceiving the author's intimate acquaintance with f 
Hebrew turns of expreſſion. Beſides, it bas hy 
ſhewn in the Diſſertation on the Origin « 
three firſt Goſpels, ch. 15—18. not only that & 
Luke made uſe of Hebrew documents, but likew( 1 
what manner he uſed them. 

6. If the arguments in favour of a late date fri 
compoſition of St. Matthew's Goſpel be compared 
thoſe in favour of an early date, it will be found tk 
the former greatly outweigh the latter. In tle if 


place, the evidence in favour of a late date is ax 70M 
whereas the evidence in favour of an early di! Mons 
modern. A writer of the ſecond century, as lum imon 
was, had ſurely better means of information in hi 3 
to a fact in the firſt century, than any writer i Goſp 
have, who lived in a later age. And it is inc a; 


that Irenzus would have aſſigned to the com «rc: 
of St. Matthew's Goſpel a later date, than that, wh 
he had really heard, fince he could have had no nhl 
for ſo doing; and if he had been inſtigated vl 
motive, to ſubſtitute his own conjecture to the mU_hl 
which had been made to him, it is probable, ich t 
may judge from the practice of later ecclciul 
writers, that he would have endeavoured rata! 
augment, than to diminiſh the antiquity - of St. 
thew's Goſpel. Further, we may trace in what 
the period, which elapſed between the death of f 
and the compoſition of St. Matthew's G0 
aſſigned by Irenæus, gradually diminiſhed. eus o 
cording to Irenæus, thirty years muſt have 4 
Now in the Paſchal Chronicle, as it is called, ot al. 
was written in the ſeventh century, the number 
is exactly halved, and the fifteenth year after the 
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WS Chriſt is aſſigned as the year when St. Matthew 
Vote: and four centuries afterwards, Theophylact di- 
Jes this half, and makes St. Matthew's Goſpel written 
we eigbth year after the death of Chriſt. Theſe 
eeſſve diviſions of the period aſſigned by Irenæus are 
ee ſufficient to excite a ſuſpicion againſt them, and 
WW: quently to augment the credibility of the original 
Wc. It cannot be ſuppoſed either that the author of 
Paſchal Chronicle, or Theophylact, had acceſs to 
ia information on this ſubject, which had eſcaped 
WS notice of Irenæus: and at any rate, if the former 
good hiſtorical! authority for reducing the period 
gned by Irenæus to only one half, the latter could 
bare good hiſtorical authority for halving it again. 
ber one therefore, or both of them, muſt have de- 
eed mere matter of opinion: and it is not difficult 
icorer the cauſe, which gave birth to each of their 
lions. Almoſt all writers, who have rejected the 
mony of Irenæus, have contended, that it would have 
a improper for St. Matthew to have deferred writing 
= Goſpel fo long as thirty years after the death of 
itt; and therefore they have diminiſhed this period 
greater or leſs degree, according to the circum» 
es, which, as they ſuppoſed, rendered the compo- 
= of St. Matthew's Goſpel neceſſary. Now it has 
SE bought neceſſary that St. Matthew ſhould have 
Win his Goſpel before the Apoſtles left Jeruſalem to 
ach the Goſpel in other countries. But in the 
s no mention is made of any number of Apoſtles 
s together in Jeruſalem after Acts xv. where the 
ocil of the Apoſtles and elders at Jeruſalem is 
bed: and as this council was ſuppoſed to have 


of n held about fifteen or ſixteen years after the death 
brit, the firſt alteration of the period aſſigned by 


zus was 4 diminution of it to one half, as in the 
bal Chronicle, Later writers again ſuppoſed, that, 
et all the Apoſtles, at leaſt the greateſt part of 
and among them St. Matthew, had already 
Jerulalem, when St. Paul arrived there three years 

G 2 after 
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after his converſion, becauſe in the” Epiſtle to the 
latians, ch. i. 18, 19. he ſays, that he ſaw no hey 
the Apoſtles than St. Peter and St. James: and, jig 
it was calculated that about eight years had elapſ x 
this time after the death of Chriſt, {ſee Note 22.5 
the preceding ſection), the date of St. Made 
Goſpel was further reduced from the fifteenth to 
eighth year after the aſcenfion, as by Theophil 
And it 1s probably owing to the authority of Thy 
phylact, which was very great in the Greek chun 
that we find in the ſubſcriptions to ſo many (i 
manuſcripts eg :qq ohn or aur [ET % X,COV85 GUTW T1; T1 Jan 
evarmbius*: for, if we except the Codex Cin 
which however in the opinion of Simon was not u 
before the tenth century, all the manuſcripts, fn 
which this, or indeed any date has been quoted, vis 
ther by Mill, Wetſtein, Matthai, Birch, or other cw 
are all written in {mall letters, and are therefore m 
bably poſterior to the age in which Theophylact lnd, 

To oppoſe theſe late opinions, for they are not 
more than mere opinions, to the affertion of Im 
who lived ſo near to the time of the fact in quelim,! 
{urely to violate the laws of ſound criticiſm, Bit 
theſe opinions, if not improbable, are at leaſt deli 
of ſupport. For in the firſt place the ſuppoſi er 
priety of a fact can never prove the exiſtence ute 
fact: and therefore however great we may repte of 
ourtelves the advantages, which might have be * 
rived” from an early compoſition of St. Mate ince 
Goſpel, we cannot thence conclude that it real" the c 
written either within eight, or even within fifteen ey 
after the death of Chriſt. That St. Matthew ne, 
his Goſpel before the Apoſtles, that is, befor" * 
greateſt part of them, left Jeruſalem, is Iikeie W- * 
conjecture. For Euſebius, to whom appeal i > * 
in ſupport of this opinion, ſays nothing more tha%M 


« Vit 


lever, 


Marth; 


| 8 * . TSR SLIETY 
But Nicephorus Calliſti, who lived in the fourteenth a, Hiſt, 
had again recourſe to the opinion, that it was writte.1 in the f 5 
year after the aſcenſion, 


* 
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the words of Irenæ us not only without expreſſing i, I th col 
leaſt diſtruſt as to the truth of them *, but has jr. Ma. 
faced them in the following manner, Hiſt. Eccleſ. Ly, Ep. 


V. cap. 8. Erei dt * X0ptvor ns weaVpmartin voy ee! 


ron, r gab Et X&+6, dige Ermovres rag tw uy WAN bpſu 
Yau) ExxrAnoIag av ] WW +8 x4 cvYYexÞru On, MAE: 
& aig rag Wee ion ed er Yea Pu £5 oury; Narhlnn pete 
ww αοοονι Ye Ta&eadiduruct, TETWV Ot K 0 Eomain = m- the 
Otpe xa TH huruy WapkVWwnrla Atfeis. He then quotes tie Cate 
words of lrenæus: » pew & Marbatlog ev reis ES n ilfioltlc 
1% Mh anexTy Ka YeaOm efeveyuer Evayyes, n Ing brut 
N Ts aus t Pwpy way YeACopmev xa H = ea 
exxAnciav, It appears then that Euſebius deſcribes Pete 
aſſertion of Irenzus as ] wept Twy edic mw fn ir 
auro NAD wapaforis; and wapedoors, as uſed h. 
the ancient fathers, does not ſignify a mere unceran che 
tradition, but good and credible evidence delivered if ical 
one perſon to another, whether in writing or in the 
ing, and is applied even to the Goſpels, which wa Mor: 
called wayyeAnat wepxdores. See Suiceri Thea bpel 
Tom. II. p. 576. Euſebius then, ſince he has nei dne 
here nor elſewhere advanced an opinion on this ſubeh . 
which contradicts the aſſertion of Irenæus , mi 
rather ſuppoſed to have tacitly aſſented to it. He 
Epiphanius fays is likewiſe conſiſtent with the accu ſier 
of lrenæus, as far as relates to St. Matthew: for i RM the 
fays in Heæreſ. LI. Cap. 6. evug Is pers ro Morhu e 1 
ane Yevopevos o Magros r ayu Herm ev Po erk. lebn 
TEF&L To £VaYYeRov eue nai Yeorbog OT OFENNETAS WT dipha 
& is Terps £16 Tyv Twv AiYuTTiov X@eav. But if St. Man leſia 
wrote ſoon (vg) after St. Matthew, and yet wid i hi 


long after his arrival in Rome with St. Peter, WR 
| * 


Euſebius in general placed great confidence in the telinon (WW Nov 
Irenæus: for in another place (Lib. III. cap. 23.) ſpeaking es 
teſtimony of Irenæus and Clement of Alexandria, to the fa, tt 

St. John lived to the reign of Domitian, he ſays, we da 19 

+ When Euſebius ſays that St. Matthew wrote his Goſpel le 

e was going to leave Judza, no one can affert, that he contra 

Jrenzus, becauſe no one knows aalen St. Matthew left Jude, BY 
been already ſhewn, | | 
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W compoſition of his Goſpel immediately preceded 
m. Mark's departure, it is conſonant to the account 
Epiphanius to ſuppoſe, that St. Matthew likewiſe 


WW ofu:ftia, who was a contemporary of Epiphanius, 
WS. ti more plainly that St. Matthew wrote after 
peter was arrived in Rome, and adds that St. John 
then arrived at Epheſus. For, in the Preface to 
Catena in Johannem, after having related that the 
Woſtles remained a conſiderable time (ers wohaw xpos) 


Wc) the Apoſtles went into other countries, that 


n immediately adds: vier αν To⁹ỹ%uο Ev TETO0IG Twy AorTAv 
ya oor, Martha Te xa; Maps, x. r. A. Nor 
che account of Irenzus contradicted by any eccle- 
WMtical writer. either of the ſecond, or of the third, or 
WE the fourth, or even of the fifth century: for all the 
hors, who affign an early date to St. Matthew's 
bel lived after the fifth century, as appears from 

Wrdner's Hiſtory of the Apoſtles and Evangeliſts, 
v. kt. 2. It is true that neither Clement of 


ly confirmed the teſtimony of Irenzus, fince they 


Wt then their filence cannot be ſo conſtrued, as to 


phbanius, nor Theodore of Mopſueſtia, nor any other 
W'cfaftical writer of the five firſt centuries, obſerved 
ching incredible in the account of Irenzus relative 
che time when St. Matthew's Goſpel was written, 
ay be aſked: what reaſon can be aſſigned, why ve 
uld reject it as incredible? 8 
Nou it has been aſſerted that the very fact, by which 
aus determines the time when St. Matthew wrote 
Goſpel, is itſelf an imaginary one, it not being 
e, that St, Peter ever was in Rome. Could this 
ertion be proved it would certainly deſtroy the credit, 
64 Which 


ve after St. Peter's arrival in Rome. Theodore of 


cerufalem he ſays, that in proceſs of time (Tv ygor- 


Peter went to Rome, and St. John to Epheſus, and 


xandria, nor Origen, nor Jerom, &c. have poſt- 
ſilent as to the year, in which St. Matthew wrote: 


Ne it a contradiction of Irenzus. But if neither 
plebius, who quoted the words of Irenzus, nor 


—— 
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which would otherwiſe be due to Irenæus: for thy 


. ds . ; ould 
the determination of time by a reference to a conw, WiRMG,.rch 
porary fact, if that fact is well known, and adi; fi ect 
no doubt, is ſtill more ſatisfactory than the bare mu in 
of a date, fince a date is more eaſily forgotten u cy 1 
fact, yet. on the other hand, if that fact is fue, vii opag 
ground of determination vaniſhes, and with it the c havi 
termination itſelf But the arguments, which r no 
been uſed in favour of the opinion, that St. Peter nwliiſl ome) 
was in Rome, affect only the opinion that he the 
there before St. Paul, and this opinion they cena tive 
do affect. For the Epiſtle to the Romans, which u hers 
written from Corinth, implies that neither St. M iixal! 
nor any other of the Apoſtles had been at tha He who 
in Rome: and that St. Peter was not in Rome wh at a n 
St. Paul arrived there with St. Luke, is at leat M, an 
bable, ſince St. Luke in Acts xxviii. 16—31, W ppene. 
he deſcribes St. Paul's arrival in Rome, and his ich I. 
tion there, ſays nothing of St. Peter, which we ni if Ire. 
expect that he would have done, if St. Peter had be > chur 
there. Further, in none of the Epiſtles which St. k Paul, 
wrote from Rome, is the leaſt mention made of! io,“ b 
Peter, which appears at leaſt to imply, that St. t lrer 
was not there, when thoſe Epiſtles were written, ut It of 
it be ſuppoſed that the diſſenſion, of which $i Mu! E 
{peaks in Gal. ii. 11. till: ſubſiſted. But if we dclares, 
to theſe arguments their full force, the poſſibiiij WA yet. 
remains that St. Peter came afterwards to Rome, being 
that he was there before the death of St. Paul, aw v 
that St. Peter really was in Rome is a fact ſo finWMributin 
atteſted by the eccleſiaſtical writers of the tour ber to 
centuries, that it is difficult to withſtand their ui th any 
evidence, It is aſſerted by Clement of Alexandriv Wuainte: 
Origen, Euſebius, Athanaſius, with other writers of WR he ha 
Greek church, and by Tertullian, Cyprian, Lact it, as 
Jerom, and. ather writers of the Latin church * WWorum { 

| | in TY 
» See the authorities quoted in Lardner's Hiſtory of the A0 | 
and Evangeliſts, ch. xvui, ſect. 5. Vol. VI. p. 5 56--5bb Euſebiu 


1788. Mer arr 
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ad ſuppoſe that the early members of the Latin 
och especially could not have been miſtaken in 
ect to ſo plain a queſtion, whether St. Peter ever 
n Rome, or not. And on the other hand, if they 
ew that it was falſe, or doubted the truth of it, but 
opagated the ſtory in order to enjoy the reputation 
having had two Apoſtles among them as teachers, 
r no doubt could be made that St. Paul went to 
ome) it would not have been ſo generally afferted 
the members of the Greek church, on whom this 
tive could have no influence. That ſome of the 
hers * have aſſigned a too early date to St. Peter's 
ral in Rome, cannot be uſed as an argument, that 
whole ſtory is falſe: for we all know by experience, 
at a man may be very certain as to the reality of a 
&, and yet have wholly forgotten in what year it 
pened. As to the expreſſion I:peauvruv T exxAncian, 
ich Irenzus likewiſe uſes, it muſt not be underſtood, 
if Irenæus intended to ſay that the fir foundation of 
church of Rome was jointly laid by St, Peter and 
Paul, for $epeAow ſignifies not only © fundamentum 
10, but likewiſe © ſtabilio,* and * confirmo: * and 
at Irenæus has here uſed it in the latter ſenſe can 
it of no doubt. For no man, who had read St. 
us Epiſtle to the Romans, in which the author 
lares, ch. 1. 13. that he had not then been in Rome, 
det deſcribes in ver. 8. the Chriſtian community 
being already in ſo flouriſhing a ſtate, 6x4 wigig 
TW Rar YEAAET HS EV d TW X0Tpew, could think of 
ibuting. the fir? eſtabliſhment of that community 
her to St. Paul alone, or to St. Paul in company 
th any other Apoſtle: and that Irenæus was well 
quainted with the Epiſtle to the Romans is certain, 
he has made quotations from almoſt every chapter 
It, as any one may ee on turning only to the Index 
orum ſcripture ſacræ in Maſſuet's edition. Who- 
argues therefore from the expreſſion F:piaitvruv xn 

| F xN N. 


Euſcbius for inſtance (Hiſt. Eceleſ. Lib. II. cap. 14.) ſays that 
eter arrived at Rome in the time of Claudius. 
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, and endeavours to convict Irenæus of 2 ff 
hood, on the ſuppoſition that he uſed Seen int 
ſenſe of * fandamentum jatio,* argues without fa 
dation, i + ö 
The objections therefore which have been mat y 
the evidence of Irenæus, in reſpe& to the time v 
St. Matthew's Goſpel was written, are by no naw 
ſufficient to deſtroy its validity: and fince it is tr 
moſt ancient evidence on this ſubje&, and is cum 
dicted by none of the fathers of the five firſt centung 
there can be no reaſon for rejecting it. Beſides, c u 
ſhew on other grounds, that it is at leaſt highly py 
bable, if not abfolutely certain, that St. Maths 
Goſpel was not written within eight, or within fifa 
or even within twenty years after the death of Cinf 
Every critic will readily admit, that the diligent ing 


ries, which St. Luke, as he himſelf ſays in his P AAA of e 
made into the hiſtory of Chriſt, were made eitbe n Wvicdg 
Jeruſalem itſelf or at leaſt ſomewhere in Pak WS: [cat 
| fince during his travels in Greece and Aſia Mina ot in 
had no opportunity of converſing with eye-witneſls che a 
Chriſt's tranſactions. Now Troas, a ſea-port tow d after 
the lefler Phrygia, was the place where St. Luke ® | to 
tered into St. Paul's company, whether St. Luke ved at 
ſided at that time in Troas, or whether only an ing t: 
fronal journey had brought him thither. For St. I b. 
conſtantly ſpeaks of St. Paul and his companion ũ edly n 
the third perſon before St. Paul's arrival at Tr cured 
Acts xvi. 8. and even his arrival there he relates it P's arg 
third perſon, ſaying, wopehtorres de Ty Murray nar aus, 
eic Tam: but the departure from Troas he relate itt 
the firft perſon, ſaying, ver. 11. eavayferres w an TI What | 
Tęua dos rIpopronpr) eis Lapolpoxy, After this n que! 
St. Luke mentions only two journeys to Judæs H moſt 
one in Acts xviii. 22. the other in Acts xxi. 8. abi 
the firſt of theſe two journeys St. Luke did not x With 
pany St. Paul, for in relating this journey he uſes 2 BS mad 
the third perſon : on the ſecond he did accompa!) * Ho 1 
uke 


Paul, for in deſcribing that journey he reſumes - 1 


on, faying, ch. xxi. 8. M eis Kaiwngrizy, and 
. %s £45 Jegur . It was at this time, that St. 
Las taken priſoner by the Jews, and was ſent by 
adus Lyſias to Felix the Roman governor, who 
ea at Cæſarea, where St. Paul continued in priſon 
ears till the arrival of Feſtus, when he was ſent 
Nome, and was accompanied thither by St. Luke. 
doubt therefore can be made, that it was during 
WW: two years, which St. Luke ſpent in Judea, that 
made the diligent inquiries, of which he ſpeaks in 
Preface, and at leaſt collected the materials for his 
ſpel, if he did not draw it up there. Now it ap- 
s from the Diſſertation on the Origin of the 


ed two Hebrew documents, the one containing a 
rative of facts relative to Chriſt, the other a collec- 
of diſcourſes and parables, but that he had no 
dwledge of St. Matthew's Goſpel. Conſequently it 
t leaſt highly probable that St. Matthew, who wrote, 
not in Jeruſalem, at leaſt ſomewhere in Judæa, as 
the ancients are agreed, did not write his - Goſpel 
ater St. Luke had left Judæa to accompany St. 
| to Rome: for if St. Matthew's Goſpel had 
ed at the time when St. Luke was in Judæa col 
ing the materials for his own Goſpel, it would 


Ch 

uit Cy have eſcaped the notice of a writer, who pro- 
ü ggech made ſuch diligent inquiries, and who actually 
os cured two other documents on the ſame ſubject. 
ti Ps argument then fo far confirms the teſtimony of 
cus, as it ſbews that St. Matthew's Goſpel was 
s vrtten till after St. Paul was gone to Rome. But 
bat particular year it was written after that event, 
ut queſtion, which involves ſo many difficulties, that 
te BE moſt prudent part, which we can take, is to confeſs 
01 8 inability to determine it. . 06; 
60 With reſpect to the time when the Greek tranſlation 
a wade, all that can be affirmed with certainty is, 
vas not made till after the Goſpels both of 
fi Luke and of St. Mark had been written. See 


the 


e firſt Goſpels, ch. 15—18. that St. Luke pro- 
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the Diſſertation on the Origin of the three firſt Gojy, : mon) 
cls. 16. | oi 
| tion 


SET. III. 


Fe ' PACE i109. -+ ent 
1. See Note 1. to Sect. vi. of this Chapter. or of 

2. The German title is, Abhandlung von der a 
ſprache des Evangelii Matthzi.—As our author; i 
quiry into the original language of St. Math 
Goſpel, which takes up ſeven entire ſections, is, tho 
upon the whole the very beſt which has been inftitut 
on this ſubject, in many places prolix and tediow, a 
in confequence of its being controverſial, abounds ut 


repetitions and digreſſions, with which the reader uation 
diſpenſe, I have taken the liberty ro omit in theta \ treati 
lation not only many fingle ſentences, but ſomteim 76. 


whole paragraphs. I have omitted however nolig 


. Pub! 
which was eſſential to the ſubject, as every one i 


Nam 


perceive, who compares the original with the hom 
lation. ICH 2 | ertatiot 

3. The early Proteſtant writers, who began ο e pel, w. 
tradict the opinion, which had been generally r auther 
in the Greek as well as in the Latin church fron WW Matths 
ſecond to the fifteenth century, that St. Matthev Camp! 
in Hebrew, appear to have been influenced by WMthew's 
ſpirit, and a deſire of oppoſing the church of Mic opir 
It is well known that the council of Trent had d. The 
the Latin Vulgate the ſtandard, to which appeal WWithew w, 
be made in all cafes of controverſy. - To this the Ws thus. 
teſtants objected, and aſſerted (what however 8 e writte 
true) that no appeal to a tranſlation can be M Matthe: 
Conſcious therefore, that the members of the dhe word 
of Rome might retort, You yourſelves are o muſt 
when you quote from St. Matthew's: Goſpel, io Me if the 
from a tranſlation,” they undertook to defend would 
ſectly new opinion, that St. Matthew wrote in 0 woulc 
as well as the other Evangeliſts; and ſetting ale! Engliſh 


reſtind 
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imony of all antiquity, they endeavoured to ſupport 
opinion by arguments, which were foreign to a 
ton of hiſtorical fact. 


3 PAGE I14. . 
= Within theſe laſt ten or twelve years, ſeveral 
nent German critics have declared themſelves in 
pur of the opinion that St. Matthew wrote in He- 
for inſtance, Adler in his treatiſe Nonnulla 
tthei et Marci enunciata, &c. p. 24.: Eichhorn 
is Univ. Libr. of bibl. literature, Vol. V. p. 977: 
eld, de origine quatuor Evangeliorum, p. 47: 
„in his Defign of the Evangelic Hiſtory, &c. 
zer: Corrodi, in his Illuſtration of the Canon, 
. II. p. 152: Bolten, in the Preface to his German 
lation of St. Matthew's Goſpel: J. E. C. Schmidt, 
| treatiſe publiſhed in Henke's Magazine, Val. IV. 
SLY | 
' Publiſhed at Coburg in 1730. 
. Namely, Walton, Cave, Mill, Kidder, and Scott: 
hom may be added Williams, who has written A 
ertation on the original language of St. Matthew's 
ſpel, which is prefixed to his © Free Inquiry into 
authenticity of the firſt and ſecond chapters of 
Matthew's Goſpel, London, 1789, 8vo. 2d ed. 
Campbell likewiſe in his excellent Preface to St. 
thew's Goſpel, & 2— 13. has well argued in favour 
the opinion that St. Matthew wrote in Hebrew. 
7. The theological proof, as it is called, that St. 
they wrote his Goſpel not in Hebrew, but in Greek, 
s thus. The words of the whole New Teſtament 
e written by inſpiration. Therefore the words of 
Matthew's Goſpel were written by inſpiration. But 
he words of St. Matthew's Goſpel were inſpired, 
muſt have been written by St. Matthew himſelf, 


would not have been inſpired. Now this argu- 
pt would juſt as well prove that St. Matthew wrote 
Euglilli or in French, as that he wrote in Greek. 


e if they had proceeded only from a tranſlator, 


In 
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In fact the argument, as our author juſtly obſen1 
the place to which he refers, contains a glaring pan orare 
principii. For if it be admitted that the words H orun 
by the Evangeliſts themſelves were inſpired, i rum 
follow indeed that the words of St. Matthew's org t et 
were inſpired: but when the queſtion is in agizin WAS 9u! 
whether St. Matthew wrote in Greek or in Ham mma 
we cannot ſet out with the propoſition that the A daicis, 
of the whole Greek Teſtament were inſpired W . 
taking for granted the thing to be proved. 2 5 

| Wet Err 
cedin 
audio 
Wcrpret 
üs be 
alter 


atem 


5 PAGE 116. 

8. In fact all ſuch priori arguments would jul 
well prove that the original manuſcript in St. Matis 
own hand writing was now extant. 


| pref 

. . igene 

| | Wc. T 

E „ MAGE: 117. on laying 

1. Dr: Maſch (p. 39.) does not give a di alleg 

interpretation of theſe words, but only denies the idſmmat 

which follows from the interpretation which dme fame 

Michaelis, and ſeveral other eminent critics hae uus lo. 
upon them. But that the words of Papias do not i em. 

that ſeveral Greek . tranſlations were made of St. M blogi 

thew's Hebrew original, appears from what has d ha 

: {aid in the Diſſertation on the origin of our three title | 

Goſpels, ch. 15. Note r. ö the op 

| on. 


PAGE 121. 

2. Namely, in the interpretation of the New Tel 
ment; for the Jews had long uſed allegorical int 
ration in the Old Teſtament. Erneſti, ſpeaking dl 
interpretation of the New Teſtament before the ul 
of Origen, fays, © Sola relinquebatur interprell 
rerum, quæ ad omodopyy fieret in conventibus facto 
cauſſa, atque etiam in libris, quæ Joywars et pref 
Chriſtiane veritatis explicaret, illuſtraret, et fidem : 

| | titatem 


s It; 
Irenæi 
Papias 
0 adn 
mand x 
lo cu 
If Woh 
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temque hortando, movendo, conſolando aleret ac 
oraret, quo genere interpretationis hodie magiſtri 
gorum puerilium, et concionatores populares, et li- 
drum aſceticorum ſcriptores utuntur. In eo ſane 
t et ſemper manſit uſus allegoriarum, ſed modicus, 
du interpretationi ei quæ proprie dicitur, h. e. 
mmaticæ, nihil obeſſet: donec Origenes, imbutus literis 
ais, et philoſophia Grecanica ingenioque ipſe valens, 
us progrelſus allegorias nimis et interdum cum detri- 
% ac prope pernicie grammatici ſenſus perſecutus eſt.” 
t Erneſti in that very diſſertation, from which the 
eeding paſſage is an extract, & 4. endeavours by an 
Wuction to ſhew, quicquid vetuſtas boni habet inter 
Whcrpretes S. librorum e genere literali, et quicquid eſt 
is boni, id vel prope totum fluxiſſe ab Origene, 
| faltem initia ab Origenis libris habuiſſe, & 29. and 
prefixed to the diſſertation the following title, De 
igene interpretationis librorum SS. grammaticæ auc- 
e. This apparent contradiction he reconciles § 31. 
laying: allegoriæ ſunt rerum potius quam verborum, 
c allegoria quæritur ante, quam ſenſus verborum per 
ammaticas artes fit repertus. He adds however in 
ſame place: neque tamen is ego ſum qui negem 
mis longe allegoriarum ſtudio progreſſum eſſe Ori- 
nem. The diſſertation is printed in Erneſti Opuſcula 
llologica critica, ed. 2d. Lngduni Bat. 1776, 8vo. : 
dJ have made the preceding extracts from it, left 
title ſhould induce any one to ſuppoſe, that Origen, 


| the opinion of Erneſti, rejected allegorical interpre- 
on. - | 


e PAGE 124. 

3. It is the duty of thoſe, who reject the evidence 
lrenæus, to prove that it reſts only on the authority 
Papias, and it is very unjuſt to require from thoſe, 
o admit it, a proof of the contrary. Were this 
mand admitted, the teſtimonies of the ancients would 
lo curtailed, as to be reduced almoſt to nothing : 
3 would be allowable in no inſtance whatſoever, to 


quote 


ruminated on them, there is reaſon to believe (0 
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2 more than one ancient writer in favour « AR) © 
ame fact, if the bare poſſibility that the teſtimony i WA 
the one was nothing more than the echo of the t,t 

mony given by the other, were a ſufficient reaſon i 
rejecting that teſtimony. But this is a conſequens 
which even they who make the demand do not adny 
and therefore ſhew by their own practice the iny 
priety of the demand itſelf. However in the pie 
inſtance it is not wholly impoſſible to ſatisfy the & 
mand, for we can ſhew that it is highly probable, ti 
Irenzus had the authority of Polycarp for what he ts 
faid both of St. Matthew, and of the other Apoſta 
In his third book againſt hereſies, ch. in. & 4. K 
ſpeaks of Polycarp in the following manner. own 
os V frovov umo axookov profiuteules, x cuvavareaf; mi 
A Tois Tov Nigro Ewpaxoow, GAAG Xal uro ar o u. 
ragabelg eig Th Açer̃ & Th & Elven exxAncig ku 
x Ie Epata pry © TY Wer NAW YAIKER, x. r. A. Ad 
in his Epiftle to Florinus, of which Euſebius (Hit 
Eccleſ. Lib. V. cap. 20.) has preſerved a fragmeh 
he ſays, that every thing which he ſaw and heard dt 
vered by Polycarp, had made ſuch. an inipreſſion «i 
his memory: G -e pe por! ere xo Tov Tora, T 5 5 Goſ 
xabsGoperes dieter 0 [0% 8805 IToAuxopmos, XX Tos Tan 7 
ur Xa vg kicoo ng, Xas Tov Xaparxrien Te (Sis, xo ml 
Twpaarog id fav, xa Tac liancfers os emoierro og 10 2h 
Xa&i TW fAETO Frogs. TuuavareoPÞyy, we OTNY YEAR, xa N 
phET% THY Aormrwy r EWEWXET I Toy Keie, x We a rf⁰ν¾ 
rug Noe auriv., And a few lines after he adds: n 
de Tore dic To Neo Tv Ots To er £pa0s YEYouog l Wi 
UTO[AVN{AGTIC 0jaeveg Q&UTX, UN EV X&eT1, GAN) E Ty cen 1 
xa A dic TW Xaev Tv Ort Y⁰ννjẽeͤ aura avxppuputibil 
If then Irenæus had ſuch reſpect for his maſter Pa 
carp, if he fixed in his memory all things, which 
heard from him, and, as he himſelf ſays, conſtanlf 


Irenæus has related nothing, either in reſpect t0 i 
Apoſtles in general, or to St. Matthew in particu 
which was inconſiſtent with what he had _ 
| ; ol 
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ap. And if he really had his information from 
Wjcarp, his teſtimany becomes ſtill more important: 
W ſince Polycarp, as Irenzus teſtifies, was converſant 
ſereral of the Apoſtles, and other eye-witneffes to 
tranſactions of Chriſt, Polycarp muſt have known, 
her St. Matthew's Goſpel was written originally 
ebrew, or in Greek. It will be objected perhaps 
Polycarp never ſaw St. Matthew's Goſpel, either 
e Hebrew or in the Greek, ſince he has no where 
ed it by name: and for this reaſon even Dr. Leſs 
its that the quotations of Polycarp, which agree 
the text of St. Matthew, do not afford an abſolute- 
f. that Polycarp took them from St. Matthew's 
el, as I have already obſerved in the Notes to the 
volume of this Introduction, Ch. i. & 2. Note 3. 
on the other hand no one can prove, that Polycarp 
ut quote from St. Matthew's. Goſpel : and ſince 
really quoted in his Epiſtle to the Philippians 
WE Lardner's Works, Vol. II. p. 92. ed. 1788.) 
al paſſages with the following formule, ws em» o 
„or Aab emev 0 Rupzos, which paſſages are COn- 
in St. Matthew's Goſpel, it is more reaſonable 
poſe that Polycarp copied them from St. Mat- 
Ws Goſpel, though he has not expreſſliy ſaid fo, 
that he received them from oral tradition, or that 
dk them from ſome other document, which is now 
Beſides, though in the ſingle Epiſtle to the Phi- 
, which is all that is now extant of Polycarp's 
dhe Goſpel of St. Matthew is not mentioned 
re, and even though it were true, which how- 
no one can prove, that Polycarp has not quoted 
that ſingle Epiſtle, it would be very unfair to 
e that he never quoted it in any other work, 

ill more ſo, to conclude that he had no know- 
of it. On the contrary, Polycarp's connexions 
fuch, that if St. Matthew wrote a Goſpel at all, 
Y muſt not only have known it, but muſt have 
n likewiſe in what language St. Matthew wrote it. 
e reduced therefore to this dilemma. Either 
L. III. * H the 


114 NOTES TO CHAP. IV. SECT. v. 


tributed to St. Matthew is a forgey þ ＋ 
= W written after the apoſtolic "gt or Phy Aon 
carp was able to communicate to Irenæus t a neceſlq Mea 
information about it. But in the former caſe lie pry 
the diſciple of Polycarp, could never have . a 
that St. Matthew was the author of it. Con <q by 
Polycarp was able to communicate to. _— - 4 = 
ceſſary information relative to St. _—_ | = us 
and therefore it is highly probable _ * . 
from Polycarp, that St. Matthew's Goſpel was urn WE 
originally in Hebrew. Bt 
PAGE 126. U 3 
4. Catal. Script. Eccleſ. cap. 36. Tom. IV. I. þ 5 
p- 111. ed, Martianay. | FJ 
| PAGE 128. £05, 
5- See Suiceri Theſaurus, Tom. II. p. 576. Fo 
| | mant 
St n | 
6. Tom. IV. P. ii. p. 102.. ed. Martianay. "7g 
| fecung 
PAGE 133. : 

| 7. In the place quoted by our author in Note- nal 
4 en nge 
8 2 
S E. C T. V. . 
AGE 137 oel 
f = * and 
1. Origen's own words (Tom. III. ys 4 « by 
rue) are: dnAwors Wornn YeYVouev N Twy ee wy Iebne 
urs To pofuparcrs rw YeaPruv, cre am wm "WW... 
Inpas Ts Grophurrws Twv pH v, * "— 
E2uT0i5 doxuvras ey Ty dig 2 _ hg 1 8 
But what gives the greateſt weight e Take 
now under conſideration, Wb . *. han 
TRY (atv uv EV 701g avTiYpaPos rug Wax, 040%) an fore, 
Oe didorro5, suf raoxol at, xprngun XE "7 by cus 

ais axdoceom? ru Y/%8 ap Pibannogperus Tags 
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p 5 U 


a 711 uu arri ονοονον d funny, Y x810Ww w ανỹ 
ren udo Hhοο To GUgdey Exewvors EPvAnt ape, v TWA Ae 
cause £& TW Eb en xi, U r AUTO 
n eee. ria ds fer ag eον n, wa 
en un nerves h Tos EClopnxorra tx r ND 
deu cf Os Tw Began weooe)neapmev. By this ob- 
ation Origen virtually confeſſes that he had no He- 
w original, by which he could correct the Greek 
t of St. Matthew's Goſpel, as he had corrected the 
e text of the Septuagint by the Hebrew Bible. 
. The objection, which our author here combats, 
WS fit made by Lardner, from whom Maſch pro- 
y borrowed it. See Lardner's Works, Vol. II. 
ge. ed 1788. "NS | 
=. Jcrom in his third book againſt the Pelagians 
Wn. IV. P. ii. p. 533.) ſays, In Evangelio juxta 
eis, quod Chaldaico quidem Syroque ſermone, 
Uebraicis literis ſcriptum eſt, quo utuntur uſque 
e Nazareni, ſecundum Apoſtolos, five, ut plerique 
mant, juxta Mattlaæum, & c.:“ and in his Catalogue 
ccleſiaſtical writers, under the article Jacobus (Ib. 
02.) he ſays, Evangelium quoque, quod appella- 
ſecundum Hebræos, et a me nuper in Græcum La- 
mque ſermonem tranſlatum eſt, quo et Origenes 
 utitur, &c.“ From theſe two paſſages it appears 
Olgen, in ſeveral parts of his works, had quoted 
Hebrew Goſpel, called the Goſpel according 
e Hebrews,” that the ſame Goſpel had likewiſe 
ppellation of the Goſpel according to the Apoſ- 
| and moreover that it was ſuppoſed by many, at 
in the time of Jerom, to. have been no other than 
Hebrew Goſpel of St, Matthew. . Further, among 
forks of Origen now extant, which are. very few in 
pariſon of what he wrote, there are ſtill two paſ- 
10 which he. has quoted this Goſpel, which he 
lt calls To xa} Eega ius EV&YYVEAWY. See Grabe 
legium Patrum, Tom. I. p. 26, 27. It is certain 
e, chat Origen nor only pofſeffed, but occa- 
ly quoted a Hebrew Goſpel, which among other 
H 2 titles 


* 
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titles had that of St. Matthew's Goſpel : and it is lh 
wiſe certain that Origen has not applied this Hp 
Goſpel in the correction of thoſe paſſages in the d 
text, on which he himſelf entertained a doubt. 

4. See the following Note, | 


PAGE 138. 
5. But if Origen really believed that the firſt af u 
canonical Goſpels was a Greek tranſlation of that 
brew Goſpel, which he himſelf has quoted by theti 
To xa. EE evayyeaor, he certainly would hare 
pealed to the Hebrew, wherever he entertained dj 
in reſpe& to the Greek text, for the very ſame ry 
that he appealed to the Hebrew Bible in doubtful of 
ſages of the Septyagint. But the fact is, Origen iſ 
not believe, that the firſt of our canonical Goſpels wii 
a Greek tranſlation of zhat Hebrew Goſpel, or nib 
he knew that it was not. His very neglect to lai 
to it in doubtful paſſages of the Greek text is H 
ſufficient proof of this aſſertion: and it is fully wii 
firmed by the fragments, which are ti]! extant c 
Goſpel according to the Hebrews *. Beſides, Ont 
in a place where he quotes the Goſpel according to 
Hebrews, ſays, ſi tamen placet alicui ſuſcipere ll 
non ad auctoritatem, ſed ad manifeſtationem pro 
quæſtionis.“ See Grabe Spicilegium, Tom. J. 5 
It is true that this paſſage no longer exiſts in the iaWnne©n 
text: but the other quotation, which Grabe has lugs 
wiſe propoſed, does exiſt in the Greek, and th: wn 
tation Origen likewiſe introduces in a ſimilar mul 
ſaying, tar ds Weomitra: Tis To x 'ECpaivs cual 
Nor did Jerom believe, or at leaſt he was not contin 
that this Goſpel was St. Matthew's original: for v8" 
caſe he would not merely have faid of it, quod ua 
a pleriſque Matthei authenticum, and * ut pn 


* 0 


The moſt complete collection of 2 ts 15 10/0 T 
New and full method of ſettling the canonical authority of tel 15 
. TT | 7 


Teſtament, Vol. I. p. 330—3 50. 
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rant, juxta Matthæum,“ (Tom. IV. P. i. p. 47. 
i. p. 533. ed. Martianay). Beſides, ſince Jerom 
nated this Goſpel both into Greek and into Latin, 
ee muſt have been a material difference between the 
eents of this Goſpel and the contents of our firſt 
onical Goſpel: and though the former had probably 
ch matter in common with the latter, in the ſame 
ner as the Goſpels of St. Mark and St. Luke have, 
on the other hand the former muſt have had much 
er, which was not contained in the latter, as is 
c(aſe likewiſe with the Goſpels of St. Mark and St. 
e. For unleſs this were true, Jerom's tranſlation 

be former would have been unneceſſary. Had the 
rence between theſe Goſpels conſiſted merely in a 

variations, ſuch as ariſe from a multiplication of 
Jes of the /ame work, Jerom's object would have 
attained by a bare notation of . thoſe variations; 
noreover in that caſe he would have more fre- 
ch appealed to the Hebrew in his Commentary on 


Matthew. 5 


Ot from theſe conceſſions the advocates for the 
ui ion that St. Matthew wrote his Goſpel not in 
re, but in Greek, can derive no advantage what- 
ol er. For _— Origen did not believe, that our 
(NS canonical Goſpel was a Greek tranſlation of hat 
bi ew Goſpel, which he has quoted by the title 
„eee even, it cannot be thence inferred, 
1s RS 1 Origen's opinion it was tranſlated from 10 


nut ew Goſpel: and though he did not believe that 
a Matthew wrote the Hebrew Goſpel xaf' *E&paws, 
ma cannot thence infer, that in Origen's opinion St. 
rünß ber vrote no Hebrew Goſpel at all. Even there- 
{ 19 if Origen had ſaid nothing further on this ſubject, 
ald not be quoted in fayour of the opinion that 
batchew wrote in Greek: and fince he has declared 
ber in the moſt unequivocal manner, that St. 
ew really wrote his Goſpel in Hebrew, it cannot 
matter of doubt on which fide of the queſtion 

enn decides, . 


* 

1 
4 
M 

4: 

by 
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8 
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or an Engliſh commentator, that they have the eit 
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It is true that there is one paſſage in Origen wk 
(De Oratione, cap. 27. Tom. I. p. 245. ed. Delyny 
which appears at firſt ſight to imply, that in Orig 
opinion St. Matthew wrote in Greek, and is qui 


for that purpoſe by Lardner, Vol. II. p. 541. ed. nf b, - 
In this paſſage Origen ſpeaks of the word emweu; wi . 
occurs in the Lord's Prayer, Matth. vi. 11. and [yk 0 
Xi. 8 Of this word Origen ſays, Wewrov. de 15 in 
ors n Metis n Eu, wap” Adi Tw ExAnvur ure mw ni | he 
uοο gi UTE EV 11 70 $wrwWy une re πνοοπντν, 2 = 2 em 
WENN οα Ur mw BvuxyyYthinu' cvmniy0nous yo | wi reſſe 
Fac xt & Avnasz x. T. A. Hence It has been infnd 3 01 
that in Origen's opinion St. Matthew imſelf uu 
word erizoios, and therefore that he wrote in m *** 
But that this inference is without foundation anal Fed ; 
from what Origen ſays a few lines afterwards: eee 
Ty Emir TeornYorie £501 ape Muvoy YEVojppueon, mh | 
 Frpnpevy* Tg os kee he prot Aces Ween io,” Thele Cu 
words are taken from the Septuagint, Exod. uf C 
which Origen certainly did not ſuppoſe were mg Jarue 
by Moſes. If Origen then could quote theſe d Eos 
words and call them 'wpornyopira raps Muvcy Ye . 
his quotation of erivoro5. from St, Matthew's Gods + 
more proves that in Origen's opinion St. Mu s”"?7 
himſelf (and not his tranſlator) uſed that word, WI oe 
bis quotation of weeworos: from Exod. xix. 5j. can mh lt. 
that in Origen's opinion Moſes himſelf uſed vun nuſer 
In like manner the Latin fathers, when they qu 
words of the Vulgate, ſpeak of them as the wv 3 


the Evangeliſts. But if a Latin father ſhou "a 85 
that in the Lord's Prayer both St. Matthew u ** 
Luke have the expreſſion panis ſaperſubſtarm_ 


ſion · daily bread, no man would conclude that 06 
opinion of the former the Evangeliſts wrote in la 
or that in the opinion of the latter they wrote n "al 
liſh. It is a lax mode of fpeaking adopted by "ne 
of every age and nation, and is very [admiſlible, 
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WE tion does not immediately relate to the original 
oage of the Goſpels. 125 
PAGE 139. 79093 
Ws. The Greek text of this paſſage has been quoted 
ote 1. l | RE | 
5. Our author's mode of reaſoning on the paſſage, 
ich he has quoted from Origen, is very unſatisfactory: 
he himſelf appears to be not quite ſatisfied with it, 
e may judge from the doubtful manner, in which he 
eeſſes himſelf in the laſt ſentence. The real cauſe, 
WW Origen did not appeal to the Hebrew Goſpel vad 
e has been already aſſigned in Note 5: where it 
been likewiſe ſhewn that no inference can be de- 
ed in favour of the opinion, that St. Matthew wrote 
Greek. 15 e | 


A "PAGE; I40, | IQ 
. Origen's own words (Tom. III. p. 932. ed. 
aue) are, Marbateg we II n G GAN EY porter eg Ny 
doe wvepnaarog' dei Na Maęxeg x Trang, Wage 
11 de x1 Auxas* To tr! ETLYEY 0% jk faEVOY x&aT Aipur-= 
yy, N ro emrYEV ex jpfhrvey TW dwdixc ¾ YEANION 
1 ol Yypabarres ETEXELONTAV. This 1s the text of the 
edictine edition: but in the text quoted by Simon 
iſt, des Comment; ch. v. p. 82.) from Greek 
Wnuſcripts, the words erryeyeappurvcr rr: Aryurries 
wy val ro are omitted. Perhaps however the 
ion aroſe from a mere overſight, and was occa- 
ed by the homceoteleuton. | 8 
See Note 3. | 175 ON 
0. The Goſpel according to the Hebrews, and 
Goſpel according to the Twelve were, according to 
om, one and the ſame Goſpel: and that Origen did 
t conſider the Goſpel according to the Hebrews: as 
Matthew's original; appears from Note 5. | 


| - PAGE 
H 4 


- 
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; PAGE 141. Wn. . 

11. In the Diſſertation on the origin of our H atio 
firſt Goſpels, ch. xv. it is ſhewn that a Hy. int 
document, which is there denoted by &, formed viii Kel” 
baſis of our three firſt Goſpels. It is not impobui ts 


that the ſame document was the ground-work of 
Goſpel. x ECeais, and that this Goſpel was after 
confounded with the Hebrew Goſpel written hy 
Matthew, becauſe both of them were uſd by ul 
bitants of Judæa, were written in the ſame lag re th 
and contained probably much matter in common wiillMdrefl: 
each other. On the other hand, it is not imp add 

that the Goſpel Aa *E&paizs was, as uſed by the M eſed 
renes in the firſt century, St. Matthew's Hebrew (ol is, 
pel itſelf: but that ſo many alterations and addin nt, | 
had been made in the copies of it before the iH It A 
Origen, that it ceaſed to deſerve the title, which Mich | 
originally due to it, and that on this account Oral 


ilaar 
eeceſ 
ae 
: haldee 


vert 
did not conſider it, as St. Matthew's original. eck. 
12. The ſame argument had been uſed by Luπ] mans 
See his Works, Vol. IV. p. 264. ed. 1788. otry, 
EN ro „ 5 | Wt dil 
Net ts : 1 amen 

1 il e. esc 

nach ir N Wcrcfors 
ASST OT? ; .* PAGE 143. eee 
1. The ſecond and improved edition of our ain 
Expoſition of the Epiſtle to the Hebrews vln* tha 
publiſhed at Francfort in two volumes, 40.1 | Theg 
1780 and 1786, under the title Erklärung des ak H. 

an die Hebräer. To the firſt volume is prefixed Ver 
Introduction to this Epiſtle. In S 11. to wich Pro 
alludes; he firſt quotes the Chaldee words ca . 0. 
Matth. xxvii. HHG. raub, Mark v. 41. Abba, bltirure 
Xiv.- 36. Buber, John v. 2. Tabeaba, John wh! gu 

Poxyole, ver. 177. to prove that Chaldee was (ily de tu 

in Paleſtine in the time of Chriſt and his Apo E 0. 


(We may add likewiſe, that the Evangeliſts weng 
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expreſily teſtified, that Chriſt in his familiar con- 
aon with the Jews uſed the Aramæan language. 
r inſtance, Mark v. 41. As) aun” Taube xz, 
u vii. 34. Ave avry, E Phe. Mark ui. 17. 
„ cures ovopparre Boavegyes. But if Chriſt in his 
iar converſation with the Jews uſed the Aramæan, 
ecceſfarily follows that this was their vernacular lan- 
ae at that time). He further gobſerves that two 
ace paraphraſes, thoſe of Onkelos and Jonathan 
re then in uſe in Paleſtine: and that when St. Paul 
refed a large aſſembly of the Jews at Jeruſalem, 
addreſſed them, not in Greek, but as St. Luke ex- 
bed it, Acts xxi. 40. xxii. 2. Ty Ei hizacxre, 
, not in the ancient Hebrew of the Old Teſta- 
at, but in the dialect, which was called Chaldee, or 
ſt Aramæan. He then confutes the arguments, 
ich had been alleged by Iſaac Voſſius, to prove that 
e vernacular language of Paleſtine at that time was 
Wreck. Theſe arguments are five in number. 1. The 
Womans endeavoured to extirpate the language of every 
Wuntry, which they conquered. 2. The Jews could 
Wt diſpenſe with the Greek language in contracts, 
Wſ:ments, and courts of juſtice. 3. Two living lan- 
es cannot exiſt at the ſame time, in the ſame place: 
We rcfore the old vernacular language muſt have be- 
Wine extinct. 4. The dominion of the Macedonian 
ss in Syria, had introduced the Greek language 
that country, whence it ſpread into Paleſtine. 
Theodoret relates, that no Jewiſh children learnt to 
ak Hebrew, but the language of the country where 
were born. To the two firſt arguments our author 
Ty properly replies, that, if they proved any thing, 
=) would prove, not that Greek, but that Latin was 
Woſtituted in place of the Chaldee. The third is no 
argument, but contains only an inference, founded 
the ſuppoſition, that Greek was become the verna- 
ar language of Paleſtine, Beſides, it is not true 
i two living languages cannot exiſt at the ſame time, 
| In 
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in the fame place, as every man, who has tray 
knows by experience. The fourth argumett fy 
only that Greek was the language ſpoken at the op 
of the Seleucidæ, and the principal towns of Sy, 
but Syriac ftill continued to be ſpoken in the cou 
Much leſs did the Greek ſuperſede the vet 
language of Paleſtine. As to the fifth argument, wy 
Theodoxret ſays of the Jewifh children, relates on 
the age, in which he himſelf lived, and moreor MR 
Jewiſh children born in foreign countries. The ani 
ments therefore of Iſaac Voſſius are of no value well 
foever. For further information on this ſubje þ 
Simon Hiſt. Crit. du Texte du N. T. ch. d. 4 
Walton's Prol. xii. In the year 1767, Diodati pt 
liſhed a ſhort tract at Naples entitled, De Chriſto C 
loquente exercitatio, qua oſtenditur, græcam fie! 
leniſticam linguam cum Judæis omnibus, tum i 
adeo Chriſto nativam ac vernaculam fuiſſe. But 
dati's arguments are neither new nor ſolid: and th 
have been fully confuted by Erneſti in his Nel 
theologiſche Bibliothek, Vol. I. p. 26g—278. i 
the Greek Bible was ſometimes read in the ſynagol 
of Judea, cannot be denied, as appears from the nl 
lowing paſſage quoted by Buxtorf in his Lexicon Tu 
Rabbinicum, from the Talmud of Jeruſalem. © Rl 
'Levi ivit Cæſaream, audienſque eos legentes leCtiond 
© Audi Iſrael, Deut. vi. Helleniſtice, voluit imp 
jpſos.“ But nothing more appears from this pali 
than that the Greek Bible was read in Cæſarea, vil 

was a ſea-port town, the reſort of ſtrangers of al 

tions: and the very ſurprize and diſpleaſure exp 

by Rabbi Levi proves, that he had not been a0 

tomed to hear it in other ſynagogues of Jude. | 
fact the Targum, or Chaldee verſion, was to the 10 
of Jeruſalem, what the Septuagint was to the Jen 
„ %% é | 
2. Even if it be true, that there were ſynagog®! 
Jeruſalem, where the Old Teſtament was read, o 
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Chaldee, but in the Greek verſion, we cannot 
"ce infer, that Greek was generally ſpoken in Jeru- 
m. We might as well conclude that German was 
rally underſtood in London, becauſe there are 
nan chapels there. 


PAGE 144. 

The Syriac verſion itſelf is an additional proof: 
r Greek was become the vernacular language of 
a, there could have been no neceſſity for a Syriac 
lation of the Greek Teſtament. Greek was the 
guage of the court of Antioch under the reign of 
Seleucidz : but the common people {till rerained 
language of their anceſtors. It was the ſame in 
ypt, where the Greek ſpoken at Alexandria did not 
ſieate the language of the country. Hence it was 
ſary to make à Coptic verſion. But if in Syria 
Egypt, where Greek princes reigned, the Greek 
puage did not become univerl 1, bow can it be ex- 
ed to have become ſo in Paleſtine ? With” reſpe& 
the ſacred writers, it muſt he obſerved, that St. 
| was a native of Tarſus, where Greek was ſpoken, 
t St. John ſpent the latter part of his life erther at 
ſteus or in ſome other Greek town, that St. Luke, 
ot born in a Greek country, ſpent at leaſt the 
ater part of his life where Greek was f. poken,. that 
Mark and Sk. Peter travelled rewe in Greek 
ntries, But St. Matthew never travelled into coun- 
5, where Greek was the vernacular language. | 


en ae 1 11 | 
4. On this ſubject ſee the Diflertation on the (dry 


the three firſt Comet, ch. 15. Note 7. 
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pued 

| auſe 

SECT. VI. Lr 
PAGE 146. 

1. This whole ſection is in the German origind 
very prolix, and fo abounds with repetitions, and wh 
anſwers to objections, which are not worth examinainy 
that I have taken the liberty of giving only an abridy 
ment of it. Nothing however of the leaſt impottu 
is omitted. 155 | N 
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PAGE 147. 
2. In the place to which our author refers his reads 
for further information on this ſubject, we find hardy 


| | can I 
any thing that is ſatisfactory. The true reaſon, vh have 
the Syrians tranſlated the Goſpel of St. Matthew fol infer 
the Greek, is that the canon, or collection of vrt the I. 


which conſtitute the New Feſtament, had been forme 
before the Syriac verſion was made: and this can 
contlined, not the Hebrew, but the Greek Goſpel 


UN, 


St. Matthew. ES 

21 8 5 1 Diſſe 
„ „„ 188... --- " 
3. Thus in the Latin Vulgate, Apoc. ix. 11. Wing ir 
the Greek text is, ovojua auvry tears Abaddur, xi 


nne 
EAATVIXY 0V0jpack XG AToAnuwy, the Latin - tranſlator, AG 8 
having rendered theſe words by cui nomen Hebral 
Abaddon, Græce autem Apollyon,” has added, for 
benefit of Latin readers, Latine habens nomen Et 
e,, IS bi, 
4. Some years ago were, publiſhed in London it 
volumes of ſermons without the author's name on 
title page. In theſe ſermons the texts of ſcripture i 
quoted in the words of the eſtabliſhed verſion: yet i 
will not prove, that the ſermons were written orig! 


in Engliſh, for they were tranſlated from the van 
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RA 
Zollikofer. On the ſame ground likewiſe might be 
owed that my tranſlation of Michaelis is an original, 
Cauſe I have uſed the words of the eſtabliſhed Eng- 


verfion, in places where the author himſelf had 
| ed that of Luther, 


PAGE 152. 5 

. When the Latin fathers quoted the Goſpel of St. 
hn, for inſtance, in the Latin verſion, they conſi- 
ed the words which they quoted, as words of holy 
ipture, as much as the Greek fathers did, when they 
oted the words of the Greek original. And the ſame 
true likewiſe when an Engliſh divine quotes a paſſage 
m St. John's Goſpel in the Engliſh verſion. When 


W Greek fathers therefore confidently quote the. Greek 


opel of St. Matthew as a part of Holy Scripture, 
can no more infer that they therefore ſuppoſed it 
have been written originally in Greek, than we 
d infer, that the Goſpel of St. John was ſuppoſed 


the Latin fathers to have been written originally in 
Un, 


5 PAGE 154. 
b. That this ſolution is the true one, appears from 
Diflertation on the origin of the three firſt Goſpels, 
15. A minute examination therefore of the various 


ng in Zech. iii. 7. Matth. xxvi. 31. Mark xiv. 27. 
neceſſary, | 
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8 B. K. vill. 


PAGE 155. 
In the place, to which our author reſers, he (0þ 
* that St. Matthew wrote NAW JU22 in v 
XXViit. 1.3 that he uſed AW? in the ſenſe of vi 
morning twilight, and thus agreed with the other H 
geliſt; but that his tranſlator underſtood it of * 1 
evening twilight,” which ſenſe it likewiſe, bears, and 
rendered it by obs. Bolten, in his Note to this j 
fage, ſuppoſes, that the words of the original un 
MnNAaY MPD, which is literally © a fine fabbaton 
and agrees with the expreſſion uſed” by St. Mark d 
VOpegvs Tu oa6Care. q 
2. Our author here obſerves that Joxeropart i; i 
x Maccab. i. 13. 51. ii. 21. and alſo Heb. ix. . vWF: 
to denote * religious ceremonies.— Perhaps the , piles 
acquired this ſenſe in Helleniſtic Greek from the lM 
poſition that the Jews were rendered juſt and good ai 
merely by their religious ceremonies. f 
3. PN, which ſignifies a religious ordinance, 
very frequently tranflated in the Septuagint by nail 
but never by $1x4400m9. | ſeek te: 
* See e 8 Lexicon on this word: 
PAGE 196 
"3 is difficult to comprehend in what our auth 
explanation: differs from the common one. 
6. The difference is merely in the pun 


oo * 


Sing. emph. Dan: dæmoniacus: Plur. emph. Lau 
dæmoniaci. 


But in Chaldee « plural emphatic ends | 
Aleph, as well as in Syriac, 
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| PAGE 157. 
8. dp 3 ſing. perf. foem. ſignifies © mortua eſt: 
> part. foem. ſignifies © moriens.” | 


9. Not both of the other two Evangeliſts, namely 
Mark and St. Luke have uſed the preſent tenſe. 
e former alone has ec £x£: the latter, though 
has not creaturaet, AS in the Greek text of St. Mat- 
aw, has the perfectly ſynonymous expreſſion aze- 


A. 


PAGE 160. | 

10. Our author's object is to explain in what man- 
a Chaldee expreſſion might have given rife to the 
d Greek readings, gos r XD prpiypeer, Matth. 
vil. 34. and owes eopevpriopevcr, Mark xv. 23. But 
conjecture 8 N' by no means anſwers the 
roſe, for which it was made. For though xn 
mines dulcis,” yet when uſed without NON, it does 
t fignify © vinum dulce; and N does not ſignify 
pyrcha, but only fel.“ His ſuppoſed Chaldee 
ding therefore cannot poſſibly have given riſe to 
£0{4VPVIT EVO in St. Mark's text. Nor Is his con- 


tion of KN, fo as to make it accord with the 
eck text of St. Matthew, correct, though it is true 


t Nn fignifies .* acetum.” Other critics have had 
Wourſe to o Nn. But here the ſame objection to 
occurs as before: and as to , which is ſubſti- 
vtho ed in the place of N p, though it might have 
en riſe to the reading to favprio meves in St. Mark's 
it cannot well have been rendered by xn in the 
ek text of St. Matthew, becauſe g does not ſig- 
fel, but © myrrha.“ Appeal indeed has been 
ie to the following paſſages in the Septuagint, Deut. 
r. 18. xxxii. 32. Jerem. viii. 14. ix. 15. (compared 
b xxix. 18.) Lament. iii. 13. Now it is true that 
1 1s uſed in theſe paſſages of the Septuagint: but 
b a tranſlation of M is a miſtake, for in every 

one 
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one of them it is a tranſlation of N .—If the dn 
expreſhons 0% ETpeupriofueues, and o fog [ET & I . 
uutber, are to be explained on the ſuppoſition of a 
mon Chaldee original, we muſt endeavour to fil; 
Chaldee word for ewes, which may be eafily mia 
for one that denotes ofos, and likewiſe a Chaldee wil 
which fignifies epvgvz, which may be eaſily mile 
for one that denotes xn NO VN, or N N, mh 
denotes ou, and . or N17 really denotes —_ 
Again, ND really ſignifies overs, and NV) wii. The 
fignifies xh. If then we ſuppoſe, that the ge £ 
Chaldee text was N Wh NNN, © vinum mul. 1 
myrrha,” owes £opvenopmeves, Which is not at all improve This 
as it is the reading of the Syriac verſion at Mark m,y BW 
za a - re, it might eaſily have been Mil aut. 
taken for 82 Un NY, acetum mixtum e Som 
and tranſlated ofos peru Xone peprrypmever,—lf an certain 
jection be made to the ſuppoſed exchange of WWW: Evic 
for &, though no one can object to the ſuppolinfi® uniat: 
that N pn was miſtaken for Nn, on accouttl | 
the great ſimilarity between) and J, letters which ni 
been very frequently confounded, another conjell 
may be propoſed, namely, that the Chaldee text 
N D PD YN. Now Oda may be either! 
participle Pehil of the verb pda, in which ak 
denotes © aromatibus conditus,' or it may be tak 
a noun ſubſtantive, in which caſe it has the (ena 
* acetum.* If it be taken in the former ſenſe, ul 
Chaldee text will be rendered by vinum condiif 
_ myrrha,* which is again owes £0[AVEVITPatvog. It 1 
taken in the latter Fele and ) be miſtaken for\l 
the laſt word, N n n will be rendered 
* acetum cum felle,” or ego Her Xone. Again, thilf 
TN, when read NN, and uſed as a ſubſtantive, i 
nifies © vinum,” yet if it be read 9, it is the pil 
| Ciple Benoni of the verb NN, which ſignifies © turbid 
fieri, to which the idea expreſſed by git is cd 
allied. But no tranſlator, who took a nl 
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e of © acetum,' could at the ſame time take Wn 
te ſenſe of © vinum.'— Which of the two conjec- 
© is the moſt probable, or the leaſt unprobable, I 
e to the learned to determine. 


= 


. 

PAGE 162. 8 

Teh bs German title of this work is, Walch's Voll- 
lige Hiſtorie der Ketzereyen. Göttingen 1762 — 
d. 10 Vols. 8vo. 

This derivation was given by Epiphanius Hæres. 
X. I.: but. it does not appear, that he had any hiſ- 
al authority for it. 
some few perhaps, as Symmachus for inſtanch; 
certainly not the generality of them: and therefore 
e Ebionetes in general a Greek Goſpel would have 
5 5 | 


AE 163. | 
We ought rather to ſay, they were denehgcel as 
es in the ſecond century: for the .Nazarenes at 
exifted without doubt in the firſt century. 
PAGE 164. 3 
dee the utter part of Ye 5. to vol. tit ©h. ü. 
b. of this Introduction. 1 3 


_- 


PAGE = 

Jerom (De vir. illuſtr. SS, 2.) — of the 
eV Goſpel: uſed by 1 the. Nazarenes ſays, quo et 
enes ſepe utitur'. 

He tranſlated it both into 187 and into Latin: : 
E lays in the place quoted in the preceding note, 
| nuper in Græcum Latinumque ſermonem tranſla- 
ſt,” That he tranſlated into Greek appears alſo 
the paſſage quoted by our author in Note 2. 

1. III. * 1 PACE | 
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| ws PAGE 166. 
8. Epiphanii Heres. XXIX. g. ox o d « 1,1. 
eve Ao ics Tas amo Ts Abpanps axes Xoige Wieinn, WW: 
4 | . olur 
: 7 2 „ r 
9. It is true that in the Hebrew of the O14 Te, 


ment, Judah and Judæa are both expreſſed by rl 
But if the term Hebrew be applied to the G0 
the Nazarenes, it is equivalent to the term * Chal WM 
and in Chaldee and Syriac, Judah and Judga wer Sui: 
tinguiſhed, the former being written NN the later M nad 
without Aleph. At leaft in the Syriac verſion dH 
New Teſtament Iz95 is always expreſſed by hoc, A 
Isdate is always expreſſed by 1&t, (See for infnfWnedi: 
Matth. ii. 1. 22. mi. 1. 5. iv. 25. Xix. 1. xir. Wi 
except in one ſingle inſtance namely Matth. ii. ;. wid 
there is ſoo! ld, as if the Greek were, not ali 
rns Iudaias, but Brac Id. In Matth. ii. 6. wall 
the Greek is n Inda we again find [:001. in the NH 
10. This is impoſſible: for Jerom's obſerraing 
made not on n Ixda ver. 6. but on Bubxe¹α 1; om 
ver. 5. where he propoſed likewiſe to read 14, i 
really altered the Latin verſion to Bethlehem Jul 
which is the reading of the Vulgate at this ven ul 
Since therefore Jerom expreſsly declares that wa 
Bube Isdzias was the reading of the Greek text, Wa 
Inda was the reading of the Hebrew (that is, Chili 
text; ſince Isdas and Isdat are diſtinctly exprekl 


e and Chaldee; and ſince the Syriac verliti N. 
Matth. ii. 5. has the very reading, which Jero ve rr 
ke ſaw in the Chaldee, (for in ipto Hebraico', ane 
nifies in ipſo Chaldaico'), there is no neceſſity .be c 


ing recourſe to violent conjectures : and we ma) 
eondlude, that Jerom really meant the Chaldee (1M 
the fathers call it, Hebrew) Goſpel of the Na 
and confequently that this Goſpel contained at lai 
ſecond, if not the firſt chapter of St. Matthew. 
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I | PAGE 168. | | 
W ::. It is really doing violence to the conſtruction to 
rr the relative quo' to any other antecedent than 
lumine', which immediately precedes it; and the 
Wi; ccaſon, why a doubt has ariſen on this ſubject, is 
Wt a full ſtop has been falſely placed after fuit', 
ereas there ought to be only a comma. Tf the paſſage 
e pointed thus, no one would remain in doubt. 
i quoque a Nazaræis, qui in Beræa, urbe Syriæ, hoc 
umine utuntur, deſcribendi facultas fuit, in quo 
madvertendum, quod ubicunque Evangeliſta, &c. 
cher reaſon for referring quo' to volumine' is, 
erom has uſed the relative quod? in the ſentence 
Wncdiately preceding and referred it to © evangelium.'— 
Ws paſſage therefore, as well as the preceding, affords 
Woof that Jerom found at leaſt the ſecond chapter of 
Matthew in the Goſpel of the Nazarenes. 
2. Where our author has not mentioned the place 
fr. crom's works, the quotations from the Goſpel of 
an Nazarenes muſt be ſought in the reſpective places of 
| commentary on St. Matthew. e 


PAGE 173. 

3. The words of the Hebrew, 2 Chron. xxiv. 17. 
Soον D 379 by 2179, ſeripta in com- 
ano (Medraſh) Ubri regum. „ EZ 


{. Namely, no where in the Old Teftament : but 
ve muſt not forget that Zarachias the ſon of Bara- 
„ and the eleventh of the minor Propliets, lived 
the captivity, at a time when the hiſtory of the Old 
ament had ceaſed, The Jews however had à tradi- 
that this Zarachias was likewiſe murdered in the 
le, as appears from the Targum at Lament. ii. 20. 
ricciſtis Zachariam, filium Iddo, ſummum ſacerdo- 
t prophetam fidelem, it domo fanctuatii, die expia- 
„ See Wetſtein's Note to Matth. xxiii. 35. It 
12 18 
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is true that Iddo was the father of Barachias, and thay 


fore in ſtrictneſs the grandfather of Zachaia, . rod 
eleventh of the minor Prophets (Zach. i. 1): but h lle 
lax mode of expreſſion in genealogies was very comny Gol 
among the Jews: Now if it be true, that Zandt 22 
the ſon of Barachias, and the eleventh of the minor h the 
Phets, was murdered in the temple, it was more ſunk ether 
to Chriſt's purpoſe to inſtance the murder of hin, ty . 
that of Zacharias, the ſon of Jehoiada, who lived id ebre 
hundred years before: for when he ſaid * from the bla lG 
Abel to the blood of Zacharias „he evidently mem! >a 
give theft and the /af inftance of murder comnin * 0 
on the holy perſons, whoſe names are mentionednt enday 
er Teſtament. b S, oy 
It might have been well known, though ut it 
Gini fd in the Old Teſtament. Indeed our author me 
ſelf, as appears from, the Note: 1, ſeems to have d * po 
un ths Ing no ig en 1c 1 7 | 2 85 
(+5 LATED nl | 
> tee ot) mo. AAS 196. omg 
1 ab Our author himſelf has given only a Gm an 
tranſlation, for which I have ſubſtituted: the G 
Epiphanius. 8 T” 
1 PAGE: 179. 3 W. W 
| The paſſage in queſtion is-quoted by Epi re. 
in 1 e very next ſection with the addition of ej a 
Kala, after *Hpwls Baciatus 2s Isdaing, which f 
render the miſtake, of which our, author complains! 
more extraordinary. But it. is really incredible, 4 But 
| any ſuch miſtake ſhould have _ in the Hel ps 
Lade e by the Ebionites: for no inhabit 16. 3 
Jud udæa, Whether an Ebionite, or of any other lech EY of 
| undertook. to. write a lite. of Chriſt, could bave mo" Cod: 
that Herod the Great, the king of Judza, ue F 22 
ſoon; after. the, birth of Chriſt, was alive. thirty erh 
ng 5 when John the Baptiſt began to . 15 
2, tl 1 Goſpel; therefore "Hewdns Paris 1 n th 
Hale cen {ed to denote,, not Herod the Gr. © * 
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rod Antipas, who though properly only Tetrarch of 
lilee, is frequently called Bac even in our canoni- 
Goſpels. See for inſtance Matth. xiv. 9. Matth. xvi. 
22. 252). Our author's ſuppoſition therefore 
e preſent paſſage in the Ebionite Goſpel was put 
bether from Luke i. 5. iii. 1-3. is devoid of foun- 
on: and in other reſpects it cannot be ſuppoſed that 
bret Goſpel was compounded of ſcraps from a 
„ Goſpel. With reſpect to Isdzias which follows 
ws, it is Certainly a miſtake, fince Herod Antipas 
ſovereign of Galilee, and not of Judæa. But no 
dendance can be placed on the quotation of Epipha- 
s, not only becauſe he quotes the ſame paſlage dif- 
ntly within the compaſs of two ſections, but becauſe 
quotes the Ebionite Goſpel, not for a critical, but 
a polemical purpoſe, and, as he himſelf acknow- 
pes F. 14. merely in order to expoſe it. | 

8, Such a minute and anxious compoſition of ſingle 
s from different places is highly improbable. Though 
he Greek Teſtament the expreſſions wvwepe O and 
juz d are generally uſed ſingly, and we do not 
t with oveva Ore , yet this compound expreſſion 
not unuſual in Chaldee. See for inſtance Daniel 
b. where & PIR M7 occurs ſeveral times, 
s rendered in the Septuagint by wwe Oer 


lain PAGE 180. 3 
ible, . But Juſtin Martyr has twice quoted them from 
„ lee H Tw Arorenw, Dialog, cum Tryphone 


16. 331. ed. Colon. They are quoted alſo by 
ent of Alexandria, Lib. I. padag. cap. 6. Even 
© Codex Beze they are found, a prima manu, at 
e m. 22. though not at Matth. iii. 17, 
i þ Perhaps the Greek text giyen by Epiphanius was 
. In the Ebionite Goſpel are recorded three excla- 
ons as uttered at the baptiſm of Chriſt: x. Ev ws e, 
dero, £1 Tos ονονν “. 2. Eu ent VEVEWING OE. 
| 13 ä 3. Ooͤroß 
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. Ouros 85-w 6 vieg ju 0 &YaTHTO, . ov nh. On 1 MARS Gift: 
other hand, according to St. Matthew and St. [yy en 
only oe exclamation was uttered, which the az och! 
delivered in the ſecond perſon as in the Ebionite o 
No, 1, the former in the third perſon as in the Em 
Goſpel No. 3. But does it thence follow, thy voi 7. 
Ebionite Goſpel was put together from the texts h th 
Matthew, and St. Luke? At any rate the exchmm encs 
No. 2. cannot have been taken from thoſe Goſpel, by 
| | che 
PAGE 182. BY 
22. He does not declare that it was really S. re 
thew's unadulterated original, Indeed, if he had f eſaf 
ſo, he could not have uſed at other times the expr the 
quod vocatur a pleriſque Matthæi kuythenticun, ' Js 
* ut plerique autumant juxta Maithzum. WE [2c 
23. Erinciog exactly correſponds to Md, ifa a er 
Tos denotes arg rug cl v, as Fiſcher conted I a fit. 
in his Projuſgpnes de vitiis Lexicorum. N. T. p. N 
er 
PAGE 185. aus 
24. Here likewiſe our author has given on!) ek 
man tranſlation, for which T have ſubſtituted Euch ee! 
own words, which it is abſolutely neceſſary to b 
order to form a right judgement of them. 3 _ 
: oc 
PAGE 187. co 
2 25. Indeed it was wholly impoſſible that he fa es, 
for. he expreſsly ſays in the place in queſtion, u ll Gof 
books which he calls arora x. r. N. had been quis to 
no eccleſiaſtical writer, which is not true of the p 
according to the Hebrews. 4 5 
| Mb 
PAGE 188. \ Th 
26. On the contrary, it is highly iprotable i eine 
impoſſible that the Nazarenes, who were unac0v RE! | 
with Greek, ſhould interpolate 1 in their Hebrew (Cn He 
Goſpel a \ paſſage from a Greek Epiſtle, and a and; 
Waere an Epiſtle do the people of ee which e. 
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diſtant from Judæa, that the Nazarenes in all proba- 
ey not only never ſaw, but never heard of the Epiſtle, 
ich Ignatius ſent thither. | | 


Gi 5 
bio | PAGE 189. 
hat lh 27. Our author here argues, as if he were acquainted 


h the original text of the Hebrew Goſpel of the Na- 
enes at this paſſage, 1magining that the Latin words 
d by Jerom are a literal tranſlation of the Hebrew. 
the Latin words uſed by Jerom, which our author 
| negle&ed to quote, are manifeſtly a tranſlation of 
Greek quotation of Ignatius. In his catalogue of 
efaſtical writers, {peaking of Ignatius and the Epiſtle 
the Smyrnæans, he ſays, In qua (ſcil. epiſtola ad 
yrnæos) et de evangelio, quod nuper a me tranſlatum 
ſuper perſona Chriſti ponit teſtimonium dicens: Ego 
d et poſt reſurrectionem in carne eum vidi, et credo 


£760 . a 
conte a fit. Et quando venit ad Retrum, et ad eos qui 
30 Petro erant, &c.. The word dicens clearly ſhews 


jerom gave a tranſlation of the words uſed by 
atius. Another proof that Jerom tranſlated from the 


IT! ek words of Ignatius, is that he has uſed vidi, 
che re Ignatius has 39a. He confounded «dw ſcio 
non d «dv © video', whereas the diſſimilarity between the 


drew words for ſcio and video mult have prevented 
boch miſtake. —But though Jerom, when he wrote 
ccount of Ignatius, in his catalogue of eccleſiaſtical 


e (hol ers, did not immediately examine the very words of 
that Goſpel of the Nazarenes (provided he had then 
juotel b to it), fill he might recollect, that the ſubſtance 
ic e paſſage ſtood in that Goſpel, and therefore his 


mony is not to be rejected. | 5 Fen 
8. It was quoted by ſeyeral of the early fathers. 
tit was quoted by Ignatius appears from the two 


» * 8 14 8 . 26. bat 3 1 2 = ä 9 4 8 6 2 4 4 "Yr, 
o 5 2 2 Toms A * n - * 5 * : DS , 
= o * TASTY 1 . ry ye! * * Oe) = 5 EA 2 - x = IT 5 * 4 7 5 MY 2 2 9 5 K <4 * * 8 3 8 —_ 2 * gs Mes, : * : þe 1 
[2 o — 8 Sa, N AG FE : . * or 6 * a 1 5 wa 8 
as 4 Rf 12 A 


le, ff eding notes: and according to Euſebius (Hiſt, . 
in el. Lib. iii. 39. iv. 22.) it was quoted by Papias 
(Chu Hegeſippus. It was quoted alſo by Clement of 


am Patrum. Tom. 1. p. 26, 27+ - 
z | +3 29. The 


4 randria and Origen. See the quotations in Grabe's 
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29. The Goſpel of the Nazarenes was Become uud 
at the end of the fourth century: but in the ſeg 
century it might have been, and probably was, w 
common in Paleſtine. 


tam 
F tua, 
cl 
eto 
e, | 
eco 
3 ftam 
: aw; 
bre 
of t 
auoti 
| affe 
4 
_ Ul 
35. I 
It the 
hed at 
[pel. 


xion ot 


PAGE 190. 


30. See Notes 26. 27. 


| PAGE 192. 
31. On the. preſent ſubject in general, fec the l 
on the origin of our three firſt Goſpels, ch. 15. 


25 PAGE 192. 
32. Epiphanius expressly ſays (Hwres. XXX. Ij 
that the Hebrew Goſpel uſed by the Ebionites by 
with the words, Eyevero ev Tas ve "Hewds 7% Para 
Their Goſpel therefore contained no part of Matt, ii 
On the other hand, theſe chapters were t waning My 
the Hebrew Goſpel uſed by the Nazarenes. Se Vu 
10. 11. to this ſection. | 
33. Schoenleben in his Notitia .codicis Ebnerd 
(Norimbergæ 1738. 4to.) p. 17. ſays, Primum c verſe 
his verbis incipit, Tu de Ince, x. T1 X. Now fince no bo aan 
can well begin with the particle de, we may cone 
that in the more ancient Greek MS. from which H ontair 
Codex Ebnerianus was copied, ſomething pieceal 
namely, the genealogy, as in other Greek manulci Wnt + 
CCI Jer £ ann 8 | 56. FT 
L chte a. & 21 = PAGE 193. . att h. j. 
34. The Greek text of the Septuagint at Ruth 1.2 (or 
according to the Vatican manuſcript does not differ David, 
the Hebrew: for it has Ieooar tence Autid, without en 2 
addition of To Bara: Matth. i. 6. therefore e in d 
more be ſaid to have been taken from the Septv to the 
than from the Hebrew Bible, and conſequent) e bo 
could not infer a diverſity of authors, even if i et Ra 
true, that quotat ions from the Old Teſtament uon a: 
Matthew's Goſpel were generally taken from the Hebe ment 
But this poſition is again inaccurate : for in ou in N 
#1 1 8 en i Gol 
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to pe} of St. Matthew, the quotations from the Old 
: 1 agree more frequently with the text of the 
Wotuagint than with the Hebrew text, as Eichborn has 


y clearly ſhewn in his univerſal library of biblical - 


ore, Vol. II. p. 952—980. Though St. Mat- 
„ like every other author of an Hebrew work, had 

\ recourſe to the Septuagint for paſſages of the Old 
W-fament, yet his Greek tranſlator frequently, though 
always, had recourſe to it.— After all, as our Greek 


opel of St. Matthew is a tranſlation, a compariſon of 
Greek text in the two firſt chapters with that of the 
of the Goſpel, whether we have reſpect to the mode 


q quoting the Old Teſtament, or to the ſtyle in general, 


affe& only the queſtion, whether the whole was 


Bhs ated by the fame perſon, not whether the whole was 


ral compoſed by the ſame perſon. 
It appears from the Notes 10. 11. to this ſection, 
165 Hebrew Goſpel uſed by the Nazarenes con- 


hed at leaſt the ſecond chapter of St. Matthew's 


oel. We muſt conclude therefore from the con- 
ion of the ſubject, that jt contained likewiſe the eight 
verſes of the firſt chapter, which are ſo cloſely con- 
fed with the ſecond chapter, that no ſeparation can 
Il take place. The only doubt therefore is, whether 
ontained the ry. oy. Math. LP, £29 


PAGE 194. 

bb, That the name of Rahab, who 15 menciahed 
kth, i. 5. as the wife of Salmon and the mother of 
1 (or Booz), does not appear either in the genealogy 
David, Which is given in Ruth iv. or in that which 
ven 2 Chron. il. is by no means extraordinary, 
e in thoſe genealogies the females are not recorded. 
to the circumſtahce _ Rahab, who 1s mentioned 
he book of Joshua (ch. 1 | L.), and there called the 
ot Rahab, is not faid there to have been the wife of 
mon and the mot her of Boaz; it really affords no 
ument whatever againſt rhe accuracy of the account 
n in Matth. i. . for it is a miſtake, that by Rahab 
Matth. 


% 


Matth. i. 5. was meant the harlot Rahab, who cd 
not have been the mother of Boaz, the huſbaid g 
Ruth, fince it is evident from the book of Ruth, u 
Boaz lived in a later age, than the harlot Rahab, vw rec 
was a contemporary of Joſhua, And even if the hay 
Rahab could have been the mother of Boaz, we have 1 
authority whatever for ſuppoſing that ſhe was, fue 
many Jewiſh women may have borne the name l 
Rahab. 8 2 

27. Here again our author argues as if by NI 
Matth. i. 5. were meant the harlot Rahab. Into 
ever tribe the harlot Rahab married, if ſhe marry 
all, ſtill the father of Boaz may have married ano 
Rahab: and though 74s Rahab is not mentioned in 
Old Teſtament, her name may have been preſerved i eeſba 
Jewiſh genealogies. Ta 

38. In examining the queſtion, whether a paſſage, 
the Greek Teſtament be genuine, or not, the firſt qu 
tion to be aſked is; What is the evidence of the Gr 
manuſcripts, of the ancient verſions, and of the ancit 
fathers. Now there have been not leſs than tin redib| 
hundred and fifty five Greek manuſcripts of the 61 
pels collated, every one of which contains the two fil 
chapters of St. Matthew's Goſpel, with exception tot 
ſingle Codex Ebnerianus. But even this manulcy 
contains the ſecond chapter, and the more ancient 
nuſcript contained probably the whole of the firſt. 
Note 33. The evidence of the Greek manufcf d not 
therefore is decidedly in favour of the authenticty Mn, 2 
the two firſt chapters of St. Matthew's Goſpel. Eau onites 
decifive-is the teſtimony of the ancient verſions; of! 
| theſe chapters are contained in all of them. Tit WP" prefi 
ſome few Latin manuſcripts the genealogy is ſepaunent c 
from the remaining part of the firſt chapter, and Wi, in c 


St. Matthew's Goſpel is made to begin with ch. | ls or 
is a circumſtance, which is not only much too trival Pol da 
be oppoſed to the weight of evidence on the other e dif 
but at the furtheſt can affect only the genealogy, a inde 


the whole of the two firſt chapters, In fact, ſuch ui 
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latin manuſcripts, as wrote the genealogy; apart 
anche reſt of the Goſpel, were actuated not by cri- 
I but theological motives. They tound difficulty 
W ccconciling the genealogy in Matth. i. with that of 
Wc ini. and therefore wiſhed to get rid of it. Con- 
We ucotly it is highly uncritical to take fir manuſcripts 
e into conſideration. With reſpect to the quota- 
os of ancient writers, which form the third kind of 
idence, it is ſufficient to obſerve, that both Clement 
Alexandria, and Origen have quoted from the two 
ters in queſtion, without ſignifying any fuſpicion 
their want of authenticity. And what is ſtill more, 
en Celſus, tbe great enemy of the Chriſtian religion 
the ſecond century, has quoted from them. See 
eſbach's Symbolæ critice, Tom. II. p. 241. We 
pſt ſet therefore all the laws of criticiſm at defiance, 
we aſſert that the Greek Goſpel of St. Matthew, to 
ich alone the preceding arguments relate, began 
l ch. Ill, tu of i. nta ig EXEWHNIG. That the Greek 
opel ever began in this manner is in itſelf likewiſe 
redible, ſince no writer, unleſs ſomething had pre- 
ed, would ſay in thoſe days“. | 5 
oa the other hand, however evident it may be, that 
Greek Goſpel of St. Matthew, from its very firſt 
ſence, contained the two firſt chapters, yet, as this 
opel is a tranſlation from the Hebrew (that is, 
aldee) of St. Matthew, it is ſtill poſſible, that they 
e not contained in the original, that the original 
gn, as Epiphanius ſays the Goſpel uſed by the 
onites began, with the words, it happened in the 
5 of Herod the king, &c.“ that the Greek tran(- 
r prefixed a tranſlation of ſome other Chaldee do- 
ment containing an account of Chriſt's birth, and 
„ in order to connect it with the commencement 
us original, he altered © the days of Herod * t 
ole days.” All this is poffible : but it would be 
ny difficult matter to render it probable. . It ap- 
s indeed from the Diſſertation on the origin of 
Our 


\ 
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our three firſt Goſpels, ch. 1 5. that before any d g 
canonical Gofpels was compoſed, there exiſtel , 
Hebrew (that is, Chaldee) narrative of Chriſt's . 
ſactions, which contained only fo much matter, 3 
common to the three firſt Evangeliſts, and ther 
did not contain what is related in Matth. i. in, h 
then it is further ſhewn' in the fame chapter, f 
this document formed only the baſis of St. My 
thew's Goſpel, and that the Evangeliſt himſelf my 
very conſiderable additions and improvements. The 
is no tmprobabilty therefore in the ſuppoſition, ti 
the two firſt chapters were added by the Evan 
himſelf, eſpecially ſince the Hebrew Gofpel uſed byk 
Nazarenes really contained them, as appears fm 
Notes 10. 11.: and there is great reaſon to bin 
that the Hebrew. Goſpel uſed by the Nazarene 3 
proached much nearer to St. Matthew's genuine n 
'ginal, than that which was uſed by the Ebioliz 
Aince' the Nazarenes were deſcendants of the firſtas 
verts to Chriſtianity, the Chriſtians of Judza hw 
Called Nagwearoi,lAfts xxiv. 5. while the Greek (in 
tians were called Xpi-:2vo, Acts xi. 26. Abfolute c 
'tainty on this ſubject is indeed not to be obtained hi 
want of ſufficient data: but the fame want of 
makes it impoſſible to prove that St. Matthen uh 
enot the author of the chapters in queſtion.— An 
the various writers on this ſubject, no one has dia 
more eritical judgement than Profeſfor Rau of LM 
gen, in a ſhort Latin diſſertation publiſhed at EHh. 
in 179 35 entitled Symbolæ ad quæſtionem de auth 
1. et ii. cap. Evangelii Matthæi diſcutiendam. 
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S ECT. X. 


| ': PAGE 198. | 
W :. Where oweyw is uſed in the Septuagint, RON is 
erally uſed in the Hebrew. Our author therefore 
ry improperly calls DON an ill-choſen expreſſion for 
2 0 45 | 
2. Our author's miſtake in 


* 


regard to this word in 


e Syriac verſion has been already noticed in Note 4. 
Vol. I. Ch. iv. Sect. 10. and Note 1. to Vol. II. 
b. vii. Sect. 7. 


ee alſo the Notes 41—51. to that ſection. 


: PAGE 200. 
4. The German title of this work. is, Kritiſch-hiſto- 


che Nachrichten von der Braunſchweigiſchen Bibel- 
mmlung. | | 


f PAGE 201. 

. This deſcription, of which Michaelis ſpake even 
las third edition publiſhed in 1777, has not yet ap- 
ted, and probably therefore never will. But Bolten 
the preface to his German tranſlation of St. Mat- 
ess Goſpel, p. xvii. has ſignified an intention of 
N Ving one. „ f | 
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OF ST. MARK'S GOSPEL, 
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1 ea PAGE 202. | 
1. Compare Acts xi. 25. with ver. 12. 
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Kel V2 OT: el PAGE 2033. 
2, See 1 Tim. i. 1. and 2 Tim. i. 1. 
3. See Acts iv. 36. 


9 


R n 


4 See Luke i. 36. 


8 E C T. IL 


1. Ia this, and ſeveral of the following paſſage, . 
author has given only a German tranſlation, for nbd 
I have ſubſtituted the Greek text. ab! 
6 ibi 
poty 
Tea 


— 


nen | j PAGE 206. | a 
2. If Irenæus had intended to ſignify. their depani 
from Rome, he would probably have uſed, not 4 


but aÞodo5.—St. Peter, in his ſecond Epiſtle, ch. i. 
expreſſes after my death * by wera T1 en od. 15. 
3. The words Mera T1 Terwv £Zodov—ey yeuPus ſet 8 

to preclude this interpretation, and to denote tht poked 
Mark wrote after their death. And according tl Mari 
account of Papias himſelf, St. Mark wrote from mu 2" 
what he had heard from St. Peter: den un \/ 
expiCus £yearve, Conſequently, according to Papi, by 7 


did not write in the preſence of. St. Peter. 
| 5 | | pl 
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| | PAGE 207. Br 
4, It is to be obſerved that in Euſebii Hiſt. Eccleſ. 


ib. I. cap. 15. the words yorra de ro wenylev Pars 


ar co - Ta ExxAnoIar, immediately follow the 


cds laſt quoted; and that immediately after Tag ex- 
eias, Euſebius adds, RAnpns er exTw Twv UTOTUTWCEWY 
REAL 11 eαν CUVET IA αο . de ur 0 Jeęarorng : 
cores, oo! Tlamias. One ſhould ſuppoſe therefore 

at Euſebius intended to ſignify that Clement of Alex- 
ria and Papias had related what he had 7a/f men- 


ed, namely, from 9vorra to exαν]ᷣ ue, and to give 
em as examples of perſons, whom he had in view, 
jen he uſed the word Sar. And that he really al- 


ed to what he had 74% mentioned, appears from the 


Wb „earibeurat, which muſt denote the additional 


bunt. Further, Jerom expreſsly ſays (De Vir. Illuſt. 


. 3.) * Quod cum Petrus audiſſet, probavit, et 


fleſus legendum ſua auctoritate tradidit cut Clemens 


exto Trorurugt o ſcribit. That Euſebius meant to 


lude lixewiſe the former part of the account is per- 


ps not quite ſo clear: but if he did, it was certainly 


to the excluſion of the latter, Yet our author 


erſtands the appeal of Euſebius to Clement and 


denn 


not oh 
ch. l. 
2 

1 00. {et 
> that N 
ing t0l 
om eſs 
u 
+ aplas, |: 


PA 


Pas, as relating to the former part alone. His reaſon 


hoably for ſo doing is, that in the paſſage, which 
ſebius (Lib. VI: cap. 14.) likewiſe quotes from the 
potypoſes, Clement gives a different account. But 
really leſs admiſſible to do ſuch violence to the 
In conſtruction of the paſſage in Euſebius, Lib. II. 
15. than to ſuppoſe, that Clement has in different 
given contradictory reports in regard to the part 
poled to have been taken by St. Peter, relative to 
Mark's Goſpel, eſpecially fince the ancients them“ 
8 are very much at variance on this ſubſect. 
„ Whoever appeals to 2 Pet. i. 15. as an argument 
t St. Peter took part in the compoſition of St. 
© Goſpel, muſt firſt prove, that in this N 
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St. Peter really alluded to St. Mark's Goſpel, r 
there is nothing in the whole Epiſtle, which wary 
us even to ſuppoſe it, ſince we find not the leaf ali 


ſion there to a narrative of Chriſt's tranſactionz . L 
fact, when St. Peter ſays © | will endeavour, after »y ay 
deceaſe, that ye may have theſe. things always in _—_ 
membrance, it is at leaſt poſſible, that he alludedy bd 
no Writtey document whatſoever, and. that he may a 
only to fay, he would take care to leave behind hy b wg 
proper teachers, Who ſhould remind the commun 5 
which he was then writing, of the doctrines, which k EY 
had taught; On the other hand, if he really ala ber 
to a written document, we may conclude that he m * 
the epiſtle, which he was then writing, and whickly A 
really been a laſting monument of his docctines. lt 7 des 
true that he uſes. omvJz0v/:in; the future: but this m en 
may ſurely apply to all that he was then preparigt pro 
write, or to all the following part of b the Epiſtle, aa w. 
ROLL, 7 FF e. 
213 2 41 PAGE 2094 wi TY | of th 
6. It is true that Lardner, in the place mention oY 
has quoted a paſſage from Chryſoſtom, in which tags. 
faid, that St. Mark wrote his Goſpel at Alexandi 3 
but our author has neglected to mention, that Lady 1. 
in the very fame place, has quoted another paſſage in Teſt 
Chryſoſtom, in which the Greek father delivers his 
opinion, and ſays he could not determine with d | 
tainty in what place any one of the three Eyangel But if 
wrote. Chryſoſtom therefore, though he recorded 3 
report, that St. Mark wrote his Goſpel at Alexand thor's 
did not place much confidence in 1t,—On the dl ible 
band, if it cannot be determined; with certainty, nm q The 
place St. Mark wrote his ' Goſpel, yet the accu, G08 
given by the eccleſiaſtical writers, when compated bable D 
each other, produce at leaſt the probable reſult, tit our, 
wrote-it in Rome. h : of the 
5 | 22 0 ol not b 
or at 
L III. 
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PAGE 218. 


i St. Mark had either written his Goſpel at 
andria, or even if he had publiſhed it there, 
Woh written in ſome other place, the Alexandrine 
WE: would certainly not have neglected to make 
ent mention of a circumſtance, which they would 
WE conſidered as redounding ſo much to the honour 
Wheir city. Since then neither Clement nor Origen, 
WW where they expreſsly ſpeak of the compoſition, of 
ark's Goſpel, have put in any claim for Alexan- 
but on the contrary Clement has related, that it 
ritten at the requeſt of the Chriſtians in Rome, 
elivered into their hands, we may be affured that 
W:nd:ia was not the place, where St. Mark's Goſpel 
itber firſt written, or firſt made public. | 

Profeſſor Birch's account of the omiſſion of 
We: xv. 9—20. in the celebrated Codex Vaticanus 
dw generally known from his edition of the four 
els. That Euſebius at leaſt doubted, the authen- 
of the paſſage 1s inferred from the circumſtance, 
e did not include it in his canons, as appears from 
ancient manuſcripts, of which an account may 
de ſeen in Birch's Note to this paſſage. See alſo 


tiot 4 
þ it 
audit 


e obſervations on it, in his laſt edition of the 
ge 101 Teſtament. Sz 2 d 
his of 5 

ot END | = © | 
dad But if they did not make their report a? the iu- 


does it follow that they never made it? In fact 
va mode of arguing art this place 1s not yery 
Able. / 5 7 
The hypotheſis of a two-fold edition of St. 
5 Goſpel by the Evangeliſt himſelf is not wholly 
bable, but the argument here uſed by our author 
Hrourable to it: for it is really an argument in 
of the opinion, that the paſſage in queſtion was 
not by the Evangeliſt himſelf, either at Alex- 
or at any other place, but by ſome perſon, who 
III. * K did 
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did not pay ſufficient attention to what the Evangii 
had already related. And if this argument he oy 
we mult infer that the original concluſion of St, Mat 
. Goſpel; ſince it is incredible that it ever ended wi 
the words :QoCzwro yae, was loſt in a very earl g 
and that its place was ſupplied with the conduly 
which is now extant.” On the other hand, Dr. Stor! 
his Diſſertatio exegetica in librorum N. T. hiſſormm 
aliquot loca (Tubingæ, 1790, 4to.) p. 50-61, wil 
given, a very learned and 1ngenious defence d 
authenticity. e | 


\ 


Ta 


SE CT. 7 JII. 


VVV 

1. This argument loſes the greateſt part | 
weight from the circumſtance, that both St. Mat 
and St: Lu e are equally ſilent with St. Mat, 
regard to the name of the Apoſtle, who cut of 
ear of the high prieſt's ſervant. Beſides, if St. U 
Fur poſely concealed the name of St. Peter, All 
Romans ſhould take offence at it, that motive m 
1 have induced him, if he wrote at Nom 
have acted with the ſame caution, even after tied 
of the Apoſtle: for though his perſon was tw! 
longer in danger, the memory of him was fill eq 
to the danger of reproach, -' | 
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2. In regard to the reaſon why the Goſpesd | 
Matthew and St. Luke contain ſo much imp 
matter, Which is not contained' in the Golpe! d 
Mark, ſee the Diſſertation on the origin of the l 
fitſt Goſpels, ch. 157. 1 cf £94 
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„8 E CT. IV. 11 
ls not true, that 4 the fathers repreſent St. 
Wk as having written from the preaghing of St. 
r: for Auguſtin (De conſenſu evangeliſtarum, 
I. cap. 4.) gives it as his opinion, that St. Mark 
red the principal materials, of his. Goſpel from that 
t. Matthew. 4e {6 


— 


The reaſon, why St, Mark and St. Luke agree 
each other in the arrangement of their facts, in 
iinon to the arrangement. obſerved by St. Mat- 
ss aſſigned in the Diſſertation on the origin of 

hre firſt Goſpels, ch. 17 „ F 
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Wc VVV pAGR 216. 15/7 2182 fi9 01 
n the queſtions, whether St. Mark copied from 
bt! - atthew, Or whether he copied from. St. Luke, 
+: hether St. Luke copied from St. Mark, which our 
Ram rexamines in. this and the two following ſectwons, 
- 11: (a be Diſſertation on the origin of the thres firſt 
nk, ch. 8. where the cauſe: is tried by a new 
i ena. ä 8 l enn 


1 
0 4 * 


\ſpcls 1 I e Af, .ogotiigg 

| 100 PAGE 222, | 

(pe! N It is true, that according to Coloſſ. iv. 10. 14. 
bibel the Evangeliſts, St. Mark and St. Luke, were 
. Paul at Rome, when St. Paul wrote his Epiſ- 
the Coloflians, if the Mark mentioned at Coloſſ. 
„be the ſame perſon with St. Mark the Evan- 
Conſequently, if St. Luke had at that time 
'K 2 | already 
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' the one caſe, it certainly is ſo im che other. But wh 


ſertation, ch. 8. 
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already written his Goſpel, and St. Mark had nd, j 
may be thought probable that St. Mark had fe 9 
Luke's Goſpel, before he wrote his own. This hy. 
ever is a mere hypothetical argument, and ther 
not coneluſive. Befides, ſince the Goſpel of St. Lib 
as appears from the preface to it, was written for t 
private uſe of Theophilus, it is probable, that n 
time elapſed before it was generally known. Be ty 
however as it may, it is uſeleſs to examine b 
probable, or what is improbable under aſſumel d 
cumſtances, when, whatever the Circumſtances m 
have been, the , that St. Mark made uſe of 
Luke's - Goſpel, may be proved by poſitive and ü 
anſwerable arguments. Our author indeed is & gf 
nion that the variations between St. Mark and 
Luke are reconcileable with the ſuppoſition, that i 
former uſed the Goſpel of the latter, Yet, ut 
preceding ſection, where.” he examined the queli 
whether St. Mark copied from St. Matthew, add 
too on the very ſame ground, he came to ahi 
ferent concluſion: and if the argument be deciſt 
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ceed! 
ing. 
mati 
appez 
lays, 
ear 77 
negle 
bs, as 
liſten! 
it be deciſive, or nat, there are other phænomem 
the two! Gaſpels, which are abſolutely incompi 
with the ſuppoſition, that the one was uſed n1 
compoſition of the other. See the above · quota 


PAGE 223. | 
2. This phænomenon may be better explain 
another hypotheſis. Ib. ch. 17. 
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SECT. VII. 


1. Here our author rejets the notion that one 


3 ſangeliſt copied from the other, and thinks that their 
eement may be beſt explained on the hypotheſis of 


ommon document. It is to be obſerved, that this 


KT lthe Jaß opinion of Michaelis, for it. was delivered 


8 0 


$ r the publication of the fourth edition of his Intro- 


ton to the New Teſtament, which contains ſeveral 


dickies in regard to the queſtion, whether the 


ceeding Evangeliſts uſed the writings of the pre- 
ing. Formerly Michaelis adopted every where the 


ative: but, though he has fince altered his opinion, 
opears from ch. ui. of the preſent volume, where 


ſays, that gt. Matthew, St. Mark and St. Luke 
ear not to have read each other's writings, yet he 
neglected in his fourth edition to make ſuch altera- 


as were neceſſary, in order to make the author 


ſiſtent with himſelf. 


S E. CT. vnn. 


3 „ = =: 75-6 RR 
It was publiſhed at Prague in 1778, 4to. © 


To the opinion, once (entertained, that St. Mark 


te in Latin, may be added the conjecture of Pro- 
Ir Wahl, that he wrote in Coptic, a conjecture 


ed on the ſuppoſition that St. Mark wrote his 


pel in Egypt, for the immediate uſe of the Chriſ- 


of that country. But it appears from Note 7. 


<t, ü. of this chapter, that the ſuppoſition itſelf 
eroid of foundation: and even if it were not, we 
no reaſon to ſuppoſe, that St. Mark was able to 


in the Coptic language. Beſides, the conjecture 


N only improbable in itſelf, but militates againſt 
E: 3 hiſtorical 
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hiſtorical evidence: for had St. Mark's Goſpel he 
written in Coptic, the Alexandring fathers mul n 
known it, and would therefore have hardly negleay 
mention it. | 
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3. No one, who rejects the arrangement adh 
by St. Mark, can follow that which is adopted by 
Luke, becauſe both theſe Evangeliſts have the wii 
arrangement of facts, where; that of St. Marh:y WM 
different. But on this ſubject ſee the Diſſertation WM 
the origin of che three firſt Goſpels, ch. 15. 
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, PAGE 229. 

1. This epithet is likewiſe uſed in the panldg 
ſage of St. Mark's Goſpel, ch. i. 23. though wilt 
da 1/a0v10v. St. Mark has VSH aN; St. U 
weve du axulapre. It is prohable therefor 
in the common Hebrew document ſome word ws 
expreſſive of exz0pro;, and that this was the uf 
why St. Luke, as well as St. Mark, has this epi 
the preſent inſtance. Beſides, if the circumſtanl 
F240 in the, claſſic. writers may a eithets 
Satte ot xaxdayuur, had been the , motive, wii! 
duced St. Luke to add axabagrog as a mark of W 
tion, it is extraordinary, that he has never devel 
Any other occaſion, though the word dalle 
more than twenty times in his Goſpel 
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PAGE 230. 


> Let the expreſſion rern nute⁰ * ee, Or TeTapriv 
. ae, or the like, occur as often as it will in the 


tings of Galen, yet as it is not a medical expreſſion, 


ss far from being confined to the writings of phy- 
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ans, the uſe of it at Luke xxiv. 21. cannot be 
ng to the circumſtance, that St. Luke himſelf was 
byſiclan. | | 


SECT: II. 


| PAGE 231. - Te 
. To tranſlate all that our author has ſaid on this 
ect in the place, to which he refers, would be tedi- 
: and a mere extract would be of no uſe. I muſt 
leave therefore to refer the reader to the valuable 
es on the paſſage in queſtion in Archbiſhop New- 
e's Harmony of the Goſpels. | 


PAGE 232. N 


. The moral tendency of the precept, as delivered | 


St. Luke, does not appear to be ſo very different 
n its tendency, according to the form, in which it 
elvered by St. Matthew. The latter ſays nothing 
e about a it claim to the under garment, as our 
or's interpretation implies, than the former does in 


ect to the outer garment: the exchange therefore 


the words viren and iuarw is of no great impor- 
e. Beſides, the objeQions, which have been made 
he paſſage, are founded on the ſuppoſition, that 
it delivered the precept as an abſolute command, 


reas he gave it only as a rule of prudence, to be 


ed as occaſion required. And caſes certainly ma 
do occur, in which it is more prudent to ſubmit 
to an unit demand, than to enter into a eonteſt 
It It, a 1 121 | ks 3071: 1 | 1 5 44% #1 J 1 
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pag 2% ĩð 
3. Here again the purport of the precept, & it 
delivered by St. Luke, is really the ſame, as the Purpa 
of it, as it is delivered by St. Matthew. It ws tt 
intention of Chriſt to ſignify, forgive thy brother y 
often as he offends thee, however frequent his ofa 
may be.“ One Evangeliſt has expreſſed this by ſz5g 
forgive him, if he offends thee, not merely ſeven, hy 
ſeventy times; the other by ſaying, forgive him! 
he offends thee even ſeven times in the fame dn. 
Since then the purport of both forms is the ſame, thr 
is no neceſſity for ſuppoſing that St. Luke derived i 
information in this inſtance from dubious authority, 
ſuppoſition, which his preface by no means war 
See the Diſſertation on the origin of the thi ff 
Golpels, ch 1 m; | 

4. Our author's objection to the expreſſion du uy 
is grounded on the ſuppoſition, that this ſum contaid 
the whole treaſure, and that this treaſure was a . 
| treaſure. But in the parable recorded by St. Li 

the ten minas are by no means. repreſented as the wt 
treaſure: on the contrary, they are repreſented oni 
a certain portion entruſted to certain ſervants in oli 
to try their fidelity: and it was ſo far from being 
royal treaſure, that St. Luke calls the proprictor dl 
only avtgwros rig evyerns,, St. Luke adds indeed Ut 
this perſon was going tg take poſſeſſion of a kingda, 
but then till he was in actual poſſeſſion, his propa 
was only that of a private man. In the parable tit 
fore, as it is related by St. Luke, there is no ablui 
attending the ſum intruſted to the ten fervants; al 
conſequently there is no neceſſity for ſuppoſing, . 
an error has here taken place in tranſlating fron 
Hebrew. But even if there had, our authprs d 
jeckure would, not ſatisfactorily account for it. 8 
though the words MP and MD may be miſtaken, k 
one for the other, in the fingular number, when un 
without points, het no ſuch confuſion can take f, 
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WE tc plural number, the one having Mad, the other 
WE; and the plural number muſt have been uſed, 
aauſe the queſtion relates, not to one (whether mina 
portion) but to len. | | 
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W :. To our author's argument, which appears to be 
Wer) ſatisfactory, in favour of the opinion chat Avxzag 
Wd A». in the Greek Teſtament, do not denote the 
Win: perſon, may be added the following. If it be 
, that one and the fame perfon was called by one 
n Avec, by another Awas, yet St. Paul, when 


| ee been uniform in regard to the name, which he 
:x2 uo 
„tai 


; 2 704 
t. Liz 
ne wich 
| on 6 
in ond 

being! 
tor dl 
Jeed Ut 
ingen: 
propel 
ble tuen 


the one, or to the other, and that he would not 
ee uſcd the names indifferently, becauſe ſuch an in- 
eminate uſe of them might, and probably would, 
ee induced his hearers to ſuppoſe, that he meant 
_ different perſons, where he really meant only one. 
St. Paul in his Epiſtle to the Romans, ch. xvi. 21. 
sa ſalutation from a perſon, whom he calls Auxieg, 

in his Epiſtle to the Coloſſians, ch. iv. 14. in his 


L fte to Philemon, ver. 24. he ſpeaks of a perſon, 
cm he calls Az«ag. Conſequently the ſuppoſition, 
ag and Axis were names of one and the ſame 


uy lon muſt be ungrounded. 

ants: _ Another queſtion has been ſtarted, which our author 
15 fl bot noticed, namely, whether Silas, who is men- 
| "= ad in ſeveral places of the Acts of the Apoſtles, be 
he | the ſame perſon with the Evangeliſt St. Luke. 


defence of the affirmative, it has been ſaid, that 
is 3 contraction of Silvanus, and Lucas of Lu- 
* that the meaning of the words © Silvanus * and 
acanus“ are the ſame, the one being derived from 
; | 0 ſylva, 


| { : Ken, i 
en wu 
rake Pf 


aking of this perſon in his Epiſtles, would probably 


ve him, that he would have conſtantly adhered either 


ond Epiſtle to Timothy, ch. iv. 11. and in his 
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« ſylva,) the other from lucus': and therefore thy 
Silas and Lucas muſt denote the ſame perſon. Vu 
we might juſt as well argue, that if in one part of a 
Engliſh book we met with the name of Allworthy, a 
in another with the name of Goodall, thoſe name 
denoted the ſame perſon, becauſe they both for 
wayuxncs., Beſides, it is evident from other real, 
that the author of the Acts of the Apoſtles did w 
mean by the name Ze to denote himſelf, As fas 
Acts xvi. 8. he always ſpeaks of St. Paul and hi 
companions (among whom Silas had been already ne 
tioned) in the third perſon plural, and this vaſt 
Wapenlorres de Tm Mucion ' xattCnoav. tis Tels, But th 
departure from Troas, ver. 10, is deſcribed in the 5 
perſon plural, «Cnrncaper As: conſequently, x 
may infer, that the author of the Acts of the Apolly 
Joined company with St. Paul for e firſt time at Tray 
and therefore that he could not be the fame with vi 
who was with St. Paul before he came to Troa. & 
Acts xv. 22—40. Again, in deſcribing the jouny 
from Troas to Samothrace, Neapolis, and Philyy 
he continues the uſe of the firſt perſon plural, ch. 
10—16. At ch. xvi. 19. he begins to ſpeak of font 
tranſactions, in which not St. Paul and his compatil 
in general, but only St. Paul and Silas were concerned 
and here the author of the Acts re- aſſumes the thi 
perſon plural, which is continued through ſeveral cup 
ters, in which the name of Silas frequently oc 
At ch. xx. 5, 6, the firf perſon plural is again afſunth 
and is continued to the end of the book. It is dt 
therefore that the author of the Acts of the Apvlit 
was a different perſon from the Silas ſo frequently u 
tioned in them. e 
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1 PAGE 236. | 

A ts this ſection is very diffuſe in the __ 1 
Nee taken the liberty of compreſſing it, without 
aitting however any thing of the leuft conſequence. 


PAE 237. 

2. Kernyew ſignifies literally © 17a voce doceo,” and 
Luke oppoſes it to Ye, which he had uſed in 
je preceding verſe. It appears then, that Theophilus, 
that time had been only verbally inſtructed in Chriſ- 
y, and that St. Luke wrote his Goſpel, that Theo- 
ilus might have an authentic ⁊britten document on 
e ſubject. But that the verbal inſtructions, which 
beophilus had received were fo very imperfect, that 
ey did not entitle him even to the name of Chriſtian, 
an inference, for which there is no foundation. 
beophilus may perhaps in ſome reſpects have been 
en wrongly informed, as is the caſe with any Chriſ- 
ns at the preſent day: but it does not therefore 
pan Slow; that he was not a Chriſtian at all, when St. 
cen WR uke wrote his Goſpel. | 

a. Tue ahtithefis> which our author endeavours to 
al cul Gen in the expreſſion e 5, Luke i. I. is wholly 
Oda b zinary.”!' See what is faid on this expreſſion in the 


— I dertation aby origin of the three firſt Goſpels, ch. 15. 
t 15 L 
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. PAGE 241. | 
1. See the Dillerdrion on the origin of the. Three 
1 Se ch. 15. Note 9. Py 
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PAGE 244. ba 
2. In general the ancient Latin MSS. arrange j hin 
four Goſpels in the following order: St, Maths 85 
St. John, St. Luke, St. Mark. This is allo the x 15 
rangement in the Codex Bezæ, as well of the Gr 3 
as of the Latin. i 
S. E CT. VI. . 
K PAGE 248. * 
1. To theſe nine opinions may be added a ten | — 
- far, according to the ſubſcription of ſome Greek w 8 
nuſcripts quoted by Mill, it was written at Rome. by 
. PAGE 250. | | * 
2. On the contrary, the circumſtance that ft F 
epithet is found in the Syriac verſion, as well s1 * 
ſomèe Greek manuſcripts, warrants rather the concluin wh 
that it was not a later addition. But whether it ua, * 
not, ſuch anonymous ſubſcriptions are of no aulboſ a 1 
whatſoever. 1 815 * 
3. Upon the whole however it is very improbik t gt. 
that St. Luke wrote his Goſpel at Troas bel rea 
joined company with Sr. Paul, or indeed that he m., 
it any where before he had accompanied St. Pail . 
Paleſtine, where he had the beſt opportunity of malif fd f 
thoſe diligent inquiries, of which he ſpeaks in bs WW! 
face. | | I bas, 3 
PAGE 2 = 
4. See Note 2. to Sect. iv. - | ay 
5. But if St. Luke during his ſtay at Philippi, W vol 
St. Paul was travelling in other parts of Greece, "We... .. 
written his Goſpel for the uſe of a man of diſtin his Tn 


whether he lived in the tawn itſelf, or in the nh 
bourhood, or whether he was acquainted with af! 


* i 
* 
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1 Chriſtian converts at Corinth, or not, it ſeems 
WE bl. that St. Paul would have taken ſome notice 
bam, at leaſt in his Epiſtle to the Philippians. On 


e otner hand, it may be faid, that ſince St. Paul, 
Wis Epiſtle to the Philippians has greeted no one by 
, , and lays only in general terms, ch. vi. 21. ana- 
el | 


| Wi: ra db © X g, the omiſſion of the name of 
one perſon in particular is the leſs extraordinary. 


I PAGE 2556. 

. In Ads xx. 2. where this journey is mentioned, 

W Luke fays only in general terms ander eig mav EMad, 

bout naming Corinth in particular. But as he adds 
W ver! 3.) that St. Paul fpent” three months on that 
rey, it is probable; that he did not finiſh it without 
ing a viſit to the Chriſtians at-Corinth. n. 


. That St. Luke was not with St. Paul, when the 
Woltle returned at that time from Hellas to Mace- 
i, appears, firſt, from his having uſed the third 
on as far as ver. 4. of ch. xx. and his commencing 
the r perſon plural in ver. 5.; ſecondly, from 
WE circumſtance, that in ver. 4. he has particularly 
ed the perſons, who came away with St. Paul. 
from what he fays in ver. 5. we may conclude, 
8. Luke again joined company with St. Paul, not 
os, but at Philippi: for having mentioned So- 
„ Ariſtarchus, Secundus, Gaius, Timothy, Ty- 
; us, and Trophimus, he adds, ey going before 
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yi 0 ed. for us at Troas, This implies, not that St. 


| went on with thoſe perſons from Macedonia to 
0s, and that St. Luke alone followed them, but 
t St. Paul ſtaid behind, and came afterwards in 
pany with St. Luke. Our author likewiſe has 
pied this interpretation in his Note to 2 Cor. viii. 


pi, un Vol. III. p. 367. of his Annotations to the. New 
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% * a 
1 os ; e '$ 1645 
7 . * — * © BY 
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8 WE I PAGE. 126000 % „ 

8 Fhei ebraiſms in St. 8 Goſpel afford 1 
ſufficient, progs that the author was acquainted uit 
Hebrew. Beſides we know, not. only that he und. 
food Hebrew, but that, he made uſe of Hebrew d. 
cuments in the compoſition of his Goſpel. Se th 
"ps on the origin of the three firſt Goſs 
ch. 15 


Monoitoor : „ PAGE 260. >. 

9. Dr. Storr ſappoles that. St. Mark's Goſp Ki 
written ficſt,: and that it was, uſed both by, St. Mathe 
and St. Luke. But; that, St. Matthew copied likeni 
from Sc. Luke 8 Goſpel, I have not found aſſerted u 
any of his writings. He ſuppoſes only, that the Gul 
tranſlctor of St. Matthews, Goſpel made uſe of th 
Goſptl of: St. Luke, See his Deen of of the Frag 
warm Oxon E 7 7 wn e 

F f EET 

| bons : > PAGE IN 6 Ty 

10. | Som the Diſſerrariqn on the: origi of the tun 
firſ: W 1 TY OS: je 

1 1% ni erty? v 
MIS 16 11] amor oni e 

e 8 8 + yu.” 

LEON 1: 12 264 
Nad gaiog , / , PAGE 567 9015 

1. See the interpretation given of St. Luke 5 rn 
in the e eee Diſſertation, ch. 15.4 


+4 


| PAGE 268. | | 
2. The dprefion uſed by. Sr. Luke, G5 xll, 10 nou 
ru UTEApXOTru vw, Which our author interpfes bed 
Aecker; that is, lands,” and on this interpretatio | "74 
founds an argument. But fince r dra 072 deno " 
property 1n general, and the perſons, to whom Cir ih 


then addrefled his diſcourſe had 2 aa, Wo " 
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ea eſtates, the interpretation reſts ona very pre- 
| : 10us foundation. FAST eier Ws 15 
1 n. PAGE 269. 1 nien! 
3; Were this conjecture true, it would directly con- 
ic the notion, that St. Luke wrote againſt the 
nes. : 5 1 

. 1 here uſe the words of Sale, in his tranſlation 
| the Koran. 


1 PAGE 270. : 
6. Of this paſſage our author had given only a Ger- 
Wan tranſlation, for which I have ſubſtituted the words 
the original. 


I PAGE 271. p 

6. It has been very generally believed, on the autho- 
of Tertullian and Epiphanius, that Marcion wil- 
y corrupted the Goſpel of St. Luke. Now it is 
e that the long catalogue of Marcion's quotations, 
ich Epiphanius has preſerved in his forty- ſecond 
Werely, exhibits re ings, which materially differ from 
ee of the correſponding<-paſſages in St. Luke's 
pl. Conſequently, Marcion really derived thoſe 
WP otations from a copy of St. Luke's Goſpel, that 


W-'crially differed from our genuine text, though the 
etion will ſtill remain undecided, whether, the alter- 
ons were made by Marcion himſeif, or whether he 
WE. 2 manuſcript, in which they had been already 
ee. But that Marcion uſed St. Luke's Goſpel at 
a poſition, which has been taken for granted, 


1.31 


hout the leaſt proof. Marcion himſelf never pre- 
es ded chat it was the Goſpel of St. Luke, as Tertullian 
W nowledges, ſaying, Marcion Evangelio ſuo nullum 
denne autorem.“ Adv. Marcion. Lib. IV. cap. 2. It 
n Probable therefore, that he uſed ſome apocryphal 
1: of bel, Which had much matter in common with 


End : ; that 


y muſt have contained a text, which in many places 
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that of St. Luke, but yet was not the ſame. Out 


ſubject ſee Grieſbach Hiſtoria textus epiſtolarum bu 
linarum, p. 91, 92. and Loeffler's diſſertation entity 
Marcionem Paull: epiftolas et Lucæ evangelium ay 
tetaſſe dubitatur, which is printed in the firſt yon 
of the Commentationes theologicæ. 1 9 
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| | DISSERTATION 
| ON THE | 
ORIGIN 
OF OUR 
Wir FIRST CANONICAL GOSPELS. 
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e 4 


WS ENERAL STATEMENT OF THE QUESTION. 


W1.\T our three firſt canonical Goſpels, or the 
l polpels of St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St. Luke 
remarkable fimilarity to each other, and that 
WT three Evangelifts frequently agree, not only in 
g the ſame things in the ſame manner, but like; 
n the ſame words, is a fact, of which every one 
be convinced, who has read a Greek Harmony 
W Goſpels. To mention at preſent only a few 
s. Lhe parable of the ſower, Matth. xiii. 3—9: 
. 3—9.: Chriſt's prophecy of the deſtruction 

plalem, Matth. xxiv. 3-36. Mark xiii. 5—32.: 
W'cription of Chriſt's celebration of the laſt paſſover, 

| the treachery of Judas, Matth. xxvi. 20—48: 
u. 17-44. Further, Chriſt's diſcourſe on the 
of John the Baptiſt, Matth. xi. 3—19. Luke 
35. : the woe denounced to Chorazin, Beth; 
ac capernaum, Matth. xi: 21-27. Luke x. 13 

£ „„ 5 5 —15. 
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—15. 22. 24.: Chriſt's cenſure of certain peri 
who required of him a ſign, Matth. xi. 1 
Luke xi. 24— 26. Again, the benediction of chidy 
who were brought to Chriſt, with Chriſt's aut 
the queſtion, by what means ſalvation was to he f 
tained, Mark x. 14—25. Luke xvii. 16—25.: (hi 
cenſure of certain Phariſees, Mark xii. 38 — 40. Li 
xx. 46, 47. From theſe examples, ſome of i 
are very long, it appears, that ſometimes St. Math 
and St. Mark, at other times St. Matthew and 
Luke, at other times again St. Mark and St. [i 
agree 1n relating the ſame things in the ſame mm 
and, with a very few exceptions, in the fame wal 
In ſome caſes likewiſe all the three Evangeliſt wn 
word for word, of which the moſt remarkable inly 
is, Matth. xxiv. 33-35. Mark xii. 29-1. ld 
xxi. 31—33- 
Theſe phenomena are inexplicable on any ol 
than one of the two following ſuppoſitions: abt 
that St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St. Luke, cope 
one from the other: or that all three drew fin 
common ſource. For it is wholly impoſſibk, ! 
three hiſtorians, who have no connexion, either 
diate or immediate with each other, ſhould harndl 
as St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St. Luke do. 
eye-witnefles to the ſame facts, if they make the! 
ports independently of each. other, will never f 
them in the ſame manner, and {till leſs in the! 
words. Different obſervers regard the ſame fich 
different points of view, the one pays attention tl 
circumſtance, the other to another circumſtance; 
even the circumſtances, which they obſerve in con 
they will arrange and combine in their own mt 
ſuch a manner, as to produce two repreſent 
which, though upon the whole the ſame, wide 
in the choice and the poſition of the reſpe&eÞ 
This caſe is parallel to that of different bil 
painters, who repreſent on canvas the fame W 
and whoever has compared, for inſtance, Chuite 


* 
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from the croſs by Rubens with his deſcent from 

W croſs by a painter of the Italian ſchool, knows how 

ay the repreſentations differ from each other. 

W quently, when eye-witneſſes to the ſame facts re- 

thoſe facts, their mode of narration will be very 

rent; the one will mention circumſtances, which 

Wother omits, the one will combine the parts of his 
ative in this, the other in that manner. If there- 

St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St. Luke agreed 

in the mode of relating the ſame facts, we ſhould 

Wclude that there was ſome connexion, either mediate 
inmediate between their writings, even had St. 
p and St. Luke, as well as St. Matthew, been 
Wwitneflſes to the facts, which they relate: and, 

> they were not eye-witneſſes, we may draw the 

Wrence with ftill greater reaſon. Further, this infe- 

Wc is corroborated by the circumſtance, that, though 
ohn, as well as St. Matthew, was preſent at the 
: cations, which he has: recorded, his mode of re- 
opiel Wo the few facts, which he has in common with 
u rn Matthew, is very different from St. Matthew's 
ible, e of relation. The fimilarity therefore of St. 
ither k and St. Luke to St. Matthew is the more re- 
nam able: and fince they likewiſe agree in numerous 
lo. ces in the uſe of the fame words, there cannot 
tha doubt that their Goſpels had ſome connexion; 
ver Mr mediate or immediate, with each other. It is 
the UT tat the examples of verbal agreement between 
fac ark and St. Luke are far from being either ſo 
ion ui erous or ſo long, as thoſe between St. Matthew 
anct ; t. Mark, and between St. Matthew and St. Luke: 
1 con this deficiency in the argument, as applied to 
1 ark and St. Luke, is amply compenſated by 
ele er circumſtance, namely, that the numerous facts, 
ider h are common to St. Matthew, St. Mark, and 
ect ke, are arranged by St. Mark and St. Luke 
t hug ey in the fame order, though ſeveral of them 
me u 7<ceived a different arrangement from St. Mat- 
Chi And on the other hand, if St. Matthew's, dif- 
1 4 2 1 


4 ORIGIN OF THE 


ferent arrangement of ſeveral of the facts, ſhall 
conſidered as an argument that the Goſpels f 
Mark and St. Luke had no connexion with thy 
St. Matthew, the remarkable verbal agreement 4 
Matthew's Goſpel with thoſe of St. Mark and 
Luke is fully ſufficient to confute it“. Since thai 
is certain that our three firſt canonical Goſpel; U 
ſome connexion either mediate or immediate, we # 
reduced to this dilemma : Either the ſucceeding Im 
geliſts copied from the preceding; or, all the thy 
drew from a common ſource. 

But though the moſt eminent critics are at prix 
decidedly of opinion, that one of theſe two (uy 
ſitions muſt neceſſarily be adopted, and that the nay 
of an abſolute independence, in reſpect to the an 
poſition of our three firſt Goſpels, is no longer tent 
yet the queſtion, which of theſe two ſuppoſitions ow 
to be adopted in preference to the other, is fill 
agitation, and each of them has ſuch able adam 
that, if we were guided by the authority of u 
the decifion would be extremely difficult. Beſids 
much learning and ingenuity have been diſplayed 
both fides, and the arguments, which each pany! 
advanced, have been alternately declared in lim 
journals, which are regarded as oracles of criticim,! 
be ſo ſatisfactory, that not only great labour 1s req 
for a full inveſtigation of the reſpective proofs, butt 
{ſmall ſhare of critical ability is required on the put 
him, who attempts a deciſion. And the diffculh 
ſtill further increaſed by the circumſtance, that tie 
vocates of each party are at variance among then 
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* In Mark xiii. 13—3a. there is ſuch a cloſe verbal f | 
for twenty verſes together with the parallel portion in St. MW the 
Goſpel, that the texts of St. Matthew and St. Mark mightp# 1 
one and the ſame text, in which a multiplication of copies 
duced a few trifling deviations. At leaſt they do not diff, 
from each other, than each differs from itſelf in different many 
The fame may be ſaid of Luke vii. 22—3 5. compared vil 
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ld they, who agree in the opinion, that one Evange- 
copied from the other, differ on the queſtion, which 
i= (WS the copied, and which was the copying Evangeliſt: 


on the other hand, they, who contend for a com- 
WS. urce, differ from each other, both in reſpect to 
WE urce itſelf, and to the uſe, which was made of 
y thc Evangeliſts. The eaſieſt and the moſt pru- 
part therefore, which I could take on the preſent 

ton, would be merely to relate the opinion of 
es, without bazarding an opinion of my own: but 
have already collected many materials for this 
ode, and have diſcovered ſeveral remarkable phæ- 
ena in the verbal harmony of our three firſt 
F pels, which will probably bring the main queſtion 1 
er to a deciſion, than it has been hitherto brought, 1 
all venture, with deference to the eminent critics 
Woth parties, to make known the fruits of my re- 
ches. . 


NAP. H. 


> 
r r ]— PI TESs TER a 


TAR AUTHORS, WHO SUPPOSE, THAT THE SUC- 
EEDING EVANGELISTS COPIED FROM THE PRE- 
EDING, 


W 


ve attempt to account for the verbal harmony af 
he Evangeliſts on the ſuppoſition that the one 
ied from the other, we mult neceſſarily aſſume, not 
that one of them copied from the other two, but 
theſe two likewiſe copied the one from the other: 
otherwiſe we ſhall not be able to explain the verbal 
mony of all three. This hypotheſis therefore reſolves 
into ix poſſible caſes. | 


A 3 : 1. St. 


, F | 
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St. Matthew copied from St. Mark : and & 
Luke copied both from St. Matthew and from 9 
. 

Sk: Matthew copied from St. Luke: and $, 
Mark copied both from St. Matthew | and from $, 
Luke. 
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St. Mark copied from St. Matthew: and $, 
Bube copied both from St. Matthew wn from g. 
od 


St. Mark copied from St. Lake: and 8. 
Maitheiv copied both from St. dn and from 8. 
TING.” 10 

St. Luke W from St; Matthew: and I 
Mak copied boch from St. Matthew and fron $, 
Luke. 

46. St. Luke . 3 St. Mark: 10 
Matthew e both from St. Mark and 0. 
Luke. 


The firſt caſe has been partly, but not wholy d 
ſumed by Storr?: for, though he contends, thi $ 
Matthew copied fam St. Mark, and likewiſe that & 
Luke 'copied from St. Mark, he does not aſſet ty 
St. Luke copied alſo from St. Matthew. — The fun 
caſe is aſſumed by Büſching“, who contends thi 
Luke's ae Was written firſt, that St. 1 


» In his Deſign of the Evangelic Hiſtory _ Epiſtles of «ji 


(Zweck der Evangeliſchen Geſchichte und Briefe Johan f lerts th. 
bingen, 1786.) ſe&. 58—62.. and in a Latin Eſſay entitleq, if uke aft 
vangeliorum Matthzi et Lucz, printed at Tubingen in 1% e 
reprinted in the third volume of the Commentatioties hedge = 
publiſhed at Leipzig in 1796. | part © k 
He leaves it undetermined, p. 360, whether St. Luke «pt 
from St. Matthew, or Whether the tranſlator of St. Mae 
Goſpel, on the ſuppoſition that St. Matthew wrote in Hebrev, That 
uſe of St. Luke's Goſpel: but he ſeems to favour the latter op 1 Mm P M: 
e 0 C 
4 In the preface to his German Harmony of the Engl nſy — 


Humburg, 1766, Svo.) p. 109-179. quam pe 
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ade uſe of it, and that St. Mark made uſe of both. 
ne third caſe was aſſumed by Grotius, who in his 
gte to Matth. 1. 1. ſays, Uſum effe Marcum Mat- 
zi Evangelio apertum facit collatio; and in his Note 
Luke i. 1. Lucas ita Matthæi et Marci hiſtoriam 
hit, ut, ubi res eaſdem narrat, eadem quoque verba 
bn raro uſurpet. Mill alſo ſpeaking of the Goſpels 
St, Matthew and St. Mark ſays, Prol. & 109. Facta 
llatione ſingulorum utriuſque Evangelii, quæ quidem 
m argumentum tractant, capitum, inevitabili plane 
ceſſitate coactus ſum ut credam, ne quidem aliter 
i potuiſſe quin Marcus, qui cum Matthæo in plu- 
is exacto ac veluti ad verbum convenit, Matt hæi 
vangelium habuerit ad manum cum ſuum appararet, 
eoque nonnulla pro inſtituti ſui ratione deſcripſerit, 
que propemodum æureg Fei: and & 116. he ſays, 
bil evidentius, quam Lucam Evangelioram Matthæi 
Marci ipſas ences, phraſes et locutiones, imo vero 
tas periochas, in ſuum nonnunquam avronkege tra- 
niſſe. Wetſtein is of the ſame opinion: for in his 
reface to St. Mark's Goſpel he ſays, cum Marcus 
latthei Evangelium ante oculos haberet, quod ex 
rmonia manifeſtum eſt, &c.: and in his Preface to 
, Luke's Goſpel he ſays, Lucam multa ex Matthzo, 
| Marco plura deſcripfifſe ex collatione patet. Dr. 
ownfon, in his Diſcourſes on the four Goſpels 
xtord, 1788, 8vo.. 2d ed.) adopts the ſame opinion: 
he ſays, p. 70. that the ſucceeding Evangeliſts 
id ſeen the former Goſpels,” and p. 85, 93, 139. he 
lerts that St. Mark wrote after St. Matthew, and St. 
uke after both St. Matthew and St. Mark. The 
me opinion has been adopted alſo either wholly or 
part by many other perſons, whom it is unneceffary 

CTY to 


* That part eſpecially, which relates to St. Mark's having copied 
M St. Matthew has been adopted by very many writers fince the 
N of Auguſtin, who, ſpeaking of St. Matthew, ſays (De Con- 
mu Evangeliſtarum, Lib. I. cap. 3.) Mareus eum ſubſecutus, 
uam pediſſequus et breviator ejus, videtur. But many of thoſe 
A 4 | CTItICS, 
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to mention, — The fourth caſe has been aflumed, 8 
as I know, by no critic: for, though ſome ſuppobc x 
St. Mark copied from St, Luke,, others that & 
thew copied from St, Marke, others again th; 
Matthew copied from St, Luke“, yet no vrt b 
maintained all three poſitions of the fourth caſe- 
fifth caſe is aſſumed by Owen and Gricfbach, Ty 
former in his Obſervations on the tour Gy 
(London, 1764, 8vo.) after having quoted p. zs 
many paſſages, in which the Goſpels of Sc. Mum 
and St, Luke have a verbal agreement, explamt 


olume 
704 
on e 
whole | 
ompil; 
S PP 
ach 
Matt 
Wratur, 
oped 


a 
\ 
. : , 3 f | e 
ot : j La = Ys ons thn fo a. fox LR "FIST IT) CELTS N WT 
R 9 R n WWW 
„ — HOOP" AE Es ä = = ä CF . © 
1 ; 4 þ F 1 G 4 £ 4 * 3 £4 
5 oy 


r 


ment on the ſuppoſition, that St. Luke Mende 
trom St. Matthew: and after having quoted p. n 
many patlages, in Which St. Mark's Goſpel wi pee. 
ſometimes with that ot St. Matthew, ſomꝶ ant 
with that of St. Luke, he concludes, that bott 
Goſpels were uſed by St. Mark. Grietbach oe, 
Latin Eflay publiſhed at Jena in two parts ie 
and 1590, and reprinted with additions in th: WINS |zincs 
Vo: Sc ot! 
be 
critics, who with Auguſtin in the opinion, that & 075 
copied from St. Matthew, differ from him, in reſpect to the in WR. aved 
whether St. Mark ought to be called the @bbrewiator of St. Mus ** 
In fact however, the diſpute is a mere verbal one: for , K _ 
copied from St. Matthew, he may in one ſenſe be called ar iP pr 
viator, in another ſenſe an ampliter of St. Matthew's Go i 
may fo far be called an abbreviator, as he wholly omitted due > 
v. vi. Mi. and many other parts of the Goſpel of St. Mather wn 
on the other hand he may be called an amplifier, fince man VR" < pl 
facts, which are common to the Goſpels of St. Matthew rte 
Mark, are related by St, Mark more circumſtantially, than NS: .. 
by St. Matthew. ee 


f For inſtance, Owen and Grieſbach, whoſe opinions wi 
mentioned preſently. 


i In this reſpect, Büſching, as appears from what has been WIN 
fard, agrees with Owen. The anonymous author (ſuppoſe VR 
Stroth) of « German Eflay on the Goſpel of St. Matthew pw , 
in the ninth volame of Eichhorn's Repertorium, aſſerts u 

. 144 that St. Mark uſed the Goſpels of St. Matthew a 
a . : 


_ 


Wn 


—— 
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dume of the Commentationes theologice (Lipfiæ. 
-94) contends, not only that St. Mark copied both 
n St. Matthew and from St. Luke, but that the 
a; of St. Mark's Goſpel is nothing more, than a 
ompilation from thoſe of St. Matthew and St. Luke, 
« appears from the very title of his Ciflertation, 
hich is, Commentatio, qua Marci Evangelium rerum 
Matthzi et Lucæ commentariis decerptum eſſe mon- 
tur. And that he ſuppoſes allo, that St. Luke 
opied from St. Matthew, appears from a differtation, 
hich he publiſhed at Jena in 1784, entitled, De 
dntibus unde Evangeliſtæ ſuas de reſurrectione Domini 
azrrationes hauſerint.— The ſixth cate has been hitherto 
lopted by no critic, with whoſe works J am ac- 
wanted. 

This diverfity of opimon, which prevails among 
oc, who are agreed on the general principle, that 
WW: verbal harmony of the Evangeliſts mult be ex- 
aned on the ſuppolition, that the one copied from 
ſc other, ariſes from the diverfity of opinion, in reſpect 
the time, when the Golpels were written: for, if 
he order, in which the Goſpels were written, could be 
rored a priori on the authority of indubitable hiſto- 
cal evidence, there could be no doubt, as foon as 
de principle itſelf was admitted, as to the mode of 
plying it. It was formerly the common opinion that 
de Golpels were written in the order, in which they 
e placed in our canon, namely, that St. Matthew 
rote firſt, then St. Mark, and then St. Luke. For 
cs reason, Grows, Mill, Wetftein, and ſeveral 
oer critics concluded, that St. Mark copied from 
8 Matthew, and St. Luke both from St. Matthew 
[ ad from St, Marx. But that our three firſt Goſpels 
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Were 
* Whoever draws this conclunon, and yet ſuppoſes thut St. Mat- 
ew wrote his Goſpel in Hebrew, muſt likewiſe ſuppoſe, either 
had eon already tranſlated into Greek, when St. Mark and 
5 . Luke wrote, and that St. Mark and St. Luke uſed the Greek - 
tranflation ; 
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were really written in the order, in which they _— ou 
placed in our canon, is a matter which it is impoſe e a 
10 prove from hiſtorical evidence: for ecclefiaRicy jad at 
writers themſelves are at variance on this ſubject, tion. 
it is evident that even they, who lived in the (eco BM jple « 
and third centuries, had no certain knowledge in refves ounci 


io the order, in which the Goſpels were writteg, | 1 3 
then the premiſes themſelves are uncertain, all ch. No 
cluſions, which are deduced from them, muſt be lite. ad u 
wiſe uncertain. Later critics, knowing on what , enod 
carious grounds the opinion refts, that our three 6} king 
Goſpels were written in the fame order, in which thy erer 
are placed in our canon, have ventured to deſen i: laran 
but then the opinions, which they have ſubſtituted » f a fa 
is. ftead, are equally incapable. of hiſtorical proof wii tot 


the opinion, which they have abandoned, and cons. With e 
guently the conclufions, which they have drawn, a {Go 
expoſed to all that uncertainty, which attends the in 
ference deduced by Grotius, Mill, and Wetſtein. Ti 
opinion of Storr, that St. Mark's Goſpel was wriitte, 
not only before that of St. Luke, but even before thu d 
St. Matthew, is ftill leſs capable of ſupport, than th 
which was formerly adopted: for in favour of Str 
opinion no eccleſiaſtical writer whatſoever can be 4 
leged. It is in fact a mere conjecture. of the lame 
author; for the arguments, which he alleges in l 
ſupport, do not raiſe it even to the loweſt degree d 
probability. He argues thus. Barnabas ws f 
with St. Paul to Antioch, to bring to the Chriſti 
converts in that city the decree of the Apoſtolic cou 
held in Jeruſalem, Acts xv. St. Mark was a o_ 
: | 5 Bar 


tranſlation; or, if the Greek tranſlatioh was made aſter the Cd 
of St. Mark and St. Luke were written, that their Goſpeb vc 
conſulted by the tranſlator: for without one of theſe two ſuppotw 
the verbal harmony of St. Matthew's Greet Goſpel with oe > 


St. Mark and: St. Luke will remain unexplained on the princft 
queſtian. Similar remarks are applicable to the five other cas 


dee ſect. 59. of the wirk above quoted, 


THREE FIRST GOSPELS. 11 


nabas, and, as appears from Acts xv. 37. was lie- 
ec at chat time in Antioch. Conſequently St. Mark 


I lad at that time a very proper occaſion. for the compo- 
boa of a Goſpel; and, as he was the favourite diſ- 
ole of St. Peter, who had taken the lead in the 
a ouncil at Jeruſalem, St. Peter could not have aſſigned 


0 a more proper perſon the taſk of writing a Goſpel. 
Now it may be readily admitted, that 7 St. Mark 
ad written his Gaſpel at Antioch, and at fo early a 
Wcriod, as that, for which Storr contends, the under- 
lig would have been a very proper one: but the 
Wonvcrle of the propoſition, which Storr adopts, is un- 
Wharrantable, fince no man can argue from the propriety 
Wh 2 to the exiſtence of it. Beſides, if the queſtion 
WS to be decided on the ground of propriety, we may 
ih equal reaſon ſay, it was proper that the firſt 
opel ſhould be written by an Apoſtle. The opinions 
Wn Owen and Büſching, though each of them is much 


[he ore probable than that of Storr, are ſtill expoſed to 
„ e fame uncertainty, as the opinion, which both of 
em abandoned. For, when Owen contends, that 


Matthew wrote before St. Luke, and Buſching, on 
e other hand, that St. Luke wrote before St. Mat- 
Wc, ſo much may be ſaid on both fides, that it is 
ah dificult to determine, which is the true one. 


ch of theſe critics agree in reſpect to St. Mark, and 
« 0 {Wonclude that he uſed the Goſpels both of St. Matthew 
aof St. Luke, a concluſion which they deduce; from 
fu e previous ſuppoſition, that St. Mark wrote after St. 
* ae. But if Grotius, Mill, and Wetſtein were now 
00 


Wc, they might anſwer, © We previouſly ſuppoſe, 
Y pd, as well as you, can, allege authorities in favour 
our ſuppoſition, , that St. Mark wrote before St. 


* , and therefore haye as much right to conclude, 
n St. Luke uſed the Goſpels of St. Matthew and 
Mark, as you have, to conclude that St. Mark 


4 led the Goſpels of St. Matthew and St. Luke.“ Such 

dhe uncertainty, which has hitherto attended the 
E Iplanation of the verbal harmony of our three firſt 
1 VV Goſpels 
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Lu] 
: Ncept 


Goſpels on the hypotheſis, that the ſuccceding En 
geliſts copied from the preceding. From the ya 


harmony between St. Matthew and St. Mark, e Ge 
writer concludes that St. Mark copied from St. M. Make; 
thew, while another concludes that St. Matty eee fe 
copied from St. Mark: from the verbal harmony b Ma 
tween St. Matthew and St. Luke, one writer conclus opel 
that St. Luke copied from St. Matthew, while angie onſeq 
concludes that St. Matthew copied from St. Lon t 
and laſtly, from the verbal harmony between St. Me wh 
and St. Luke, one author concludes that St. ange 
copied from St. Mark, while another concludes, tix pnclu 
St. Mark copied from St. Luke. This contrariznd pmpil 
concluſion from the ſame premiſes is occafioned bitt tha 
circumſtance, that each critic ſets out with a π ] mm 
ouſly aſſumed opinion, in reſpect to the time, wheiit WM leged 
Goſpels were written, and as this opinion is differen u fr 
different perſons, the concluſions, which they ded WAR ="! 
muſt be likewiſe different. ] | = I 
7 4 ey ! 

| "IG t hand 

pany ble 

| . ith th 

| r uy 
Or GRIESBACH'S HYPOTHESIS IN PARTICUL des 
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FX RIESBACH, whole critical penetration the & 
IF culties above ſtated could not eaſily eſcape! 
acted on a different plan; and inſtead of comms 
ing the inquiry by ſuppoſing that St. Mark wrote 
both St. Matthew and St. Luke, he deduce 5 
inference from the very ſtatement, by which bes 
deavours to prove, that St. Mark's Goſpel is a «ln 
pilation from thoſe of St. Matthew and St. 1 

It appears namely from the ſtatement ®, which he 

made of the Goſpels of St. Matthew, St. Mark, 


„ Comment, Theol. p. 374—381. 
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WW. Luke, that the whole of St. Mark's Goſpel, if we 
ept four and twenty verſes, is contained either in 
e Goſpel of St. Matthew or in the Goſpel of St. 
Nuxe; or, in other words, that, with the exception of 

beſe four and twenty verſes, there is no fact recorded in 
Mark's Goſpel, which is not recorded either in the 
opel of St. Matthew, or in the Goſpel of St. Luke. 
onſequently St. Mark's Goſpel may be a compilation 
om thoſe of St. Matthew and St. Luke: and there- 
re whoever adopts the principle, that the ſucceeding 
rangeliſts copied from the preceding, mult further 
pnclude, not only that St. Mark's Goſpel may be a 
ompilation from thoſe of St. Matthew and St. Luke, 
ut that it really is ſo. The queſtion - therefore to be 
kamined is: Are the arguments, which Grieſbach has 
Wd in favour of the opinion, that St. Mark did 
yy from St. Matthew and from St. Luke, ſufficient 
We warrant the principle, which ſo many other critics 
ave rejected? To render this ſubject perſpicuous to 
ole, who have not the Commentationes theologicæ 
| band, it will be neceſſary to copy here Grieſbach's 
able of the contents of St. Mark's Goſpel compared 


ch thoſe of St. Matthew and St. Luke. The middle 
blumn contains the whole of St. Mark's Goſpel: thoſe 
d the right and left contain the portions of St. Mat- 


ens and St. Luke's, which correſpond to the ſtated 
tions of St. Mark's Goſpel. 


14 
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111. 14. 22. 


xii. 15, 16. 


22, 23. 
24— 32. 
3 
Xllt. 1-23. 


| 24=—3O. 
31, 32. 

34» 35. 
53-58. 


ny. 1, 2. 
312. 


13— 21. 
22 — Xvi. 12. 


XVI. 13 —XVili. 9. 
xix. 1— 12. 
1383 —xXxIIi. I. 


XXIV. 1— 36. 


xxvi. I- XXVili. 8. 


xxvill. 18 — 20. 
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Sr. MARK. 
. 1—20. 
21-39. 


40— iii. 6. 
11. 7— 12. 


13— 19. 


20—21. 
22—39. 
„ SH 35 
IV. 12 — 20. 
21— 25. 
26-29. 
3932. 
33» 34. 
35 —41. 
v. 1—43. 
vi. 1—6, 
3 
1416. 
17-29. 
30, 31. 
32—44- 


45—VN.L 21. 


vii. 22—26, 


2.7—IX. 30. 


Ks 112. 


13 —xii. 38. Xvili. 15. 


xii. 38 —44. 
xili. 1-32. 
3336. 
X1V. I- Xvi. 8. 
xvi. 9. 
10-13. 
bs. 
15—18. 
19. 
20. 


vi. 1216. 
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earned and ingenious author endeavours to explain, 
Wy St. Mark (on the ſuppoſition that he uled the 
Goſpels of St. Matthew and St. Luke) copied this 
W onion from St. Matthew and that portion from St. 
Luke: why he ſometimes attended to both: and wh; 
W: other times certain portions of the Goſpels of St. 
latthew and St. Luke were wholly omitted by him. 
The poſſibility that St. Mark compiled his Goſpel 
om thoſe of St. Matthew and St. Luke, being thus 
liſtinctly ſhewn, Grieſbach proceeds“ to affign the 
ons, which induce him to believe, that St. Mark 
rally did compile his Goſpel in that manner. Theſe 
kaſons compriſe two principal arguments. The firſt 
„ that we can account for the arrangement of the 
ads in St. Mark's Goſpel, on the propoſed ſcheme of 
ompilation : for if St. Mark copied ſometimes from 
t. Matthew, at other times from Sr. Luke, we per- 
ie the reaſon why St. Mark's arrangement is always 
e ſame, either with that of St. Matthew, or with 
at of St, Luke. The other argument, on which 
reſbach lays the greateſt ſtreſs, is, that though St. 
ole bas recorded many facts which are unnoticed by 
. Matthew, though St. John likewiſe has much 
Water, which is not in the Goſpels either of St. Mat- 
e, or of St. Luke, and Chriſt's miniſtry might 
ee furniſhed a ſtill greater number of facts, of which 
WP. Mark muſt have heard, as his mother's houſe at 
W-rufalem was a place of aſſembly for the primitive 
bnſtians, St. Mark's Goſpel, with the exception of four 
nd twenty verſes, contains no facts, which are not 
3 corded, either in the Goſpel of St. Matthew, or m 
WP Copel of St. Luke, and that even theſe four and 
3 | twenty 
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Comment. Theol. Tom. I. p. 381-384. 


I That is, no principal facts: for circumflances unnoticed by St. 
bew and St. Luke are frequently added by St. Mark to the fafts 
eich he has in common with the other two Evangeliſts. 
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twenty verſes, as Grieſbach afterwards endeavours y 
ſhew ?, might have been ſuggeſted by one of thoſe tw 
Goſpels. Now, if we ſuppoſe that St. Mark's Goch 
is nothing more than a compilation from the Golde 
of St. Matthew and St. Luke, the reaſon why its co 
rents are confined to thoſe of the other two Goſpel 1 
obvious: whereas, if St. Mark bad written by himf 
or without the aid of any other Goſpels, it would nt 
have been in his power to confine the choice of his fat 
to thoſe only, which St. Matthew and St. Luke har 
recorded. Grieſbach further adds a: Sin denique cons 
tendas, alios aut plures quam hos duumviros may 
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laudatos eum habuiſſe duces, ſcire velimus, qui fatun | St.! 
ſit, ut hi mihil aliud, ſi verſus excipias circiter 24, if Luke 
ſuggererent, quam quod æque e Matthæo et Luca nu not p 
tuari potuiſſet. le twc 
We ſee then, that Grieſbach's opinion is an H. ch n 
theſis, aſſumed to explain, not only St. Mark's ver K. 
harmony with St. Matthew and St. Luke, which obj ed in 
it has in common with other hypotheſes of this kind have it 
but likewiſe and principally two other phenomena n the G 
St. Mark's Goſpel, relative, firſt to the arrangemen, It the 
which is obſerved in it, and ſecondly, to its contents „the 
Now that theſe two phænomena can be folved by hs is 
propoſed hypotheſis, may be readily granted: but b» ck in 
tore we exclude all other hypotheſes, and adopt tl Matt. 


as the true one, we muſt ſhew, that no other h. Goſp 


potheſis can ſolve the phænomena, as well as the pv r to 
poſed one. For, if we can account, in an ealy t not 
ſatisfactory manner, for the contents and the ama muſt 
ment. of St. Mark's Goſpel, without having recoulk 

to the ſuppoſition, that he compiled it from the Goſs 
of St. Matthew and St. Luke, the circumſtance, th ts 
this ſuppoſition likewiſe explains the two above-M We! cit! 
tioned phænomena, proves only that it may be true, u tw: 
that it 7s ſo. But it will be ſhewn hereafter that . git Ut 
contents and the arrangement of St. Mark's Goſpel * op 
| Cd 'Y | fore | 
e of 
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le of a very ſatisſactory ſolution on a totally dif- 
i hypotheſis: and therefore that very condition, 
Nau is requiſite, in order to give weight to the proof, 
t St. Mark compiled his Goſpel from thoſe of St. 
uthew and St, Luke, abſolutely fails. Beſides, 
Wc arc other phenomena in St. Mark's Goſpel, 
Wich it is neceflary ta explain, as well as the two 
Wrc-mentioned. We muſt account not only for the 
ler, which St. Mark's Goſpel does contain, in com- 
either with St. Matthew's, or with St. Luke's, 
t likewiſe for the matter, which it does not contain 
common with the other two. But the ſuppoſition, 
St. Mark had the Goſpels of St. Matthew and 
Cake before him, when he compoſed his own, 
ot poſſibly account for the phenomenon, that 
e wo Goſpels have fo much important matter, of 


10- och no traces are to be found in the Goſpel of St. 
bl rk. It is true that great ingenuity has been em- 
led in the diſcovery of ſuch reaſons, as are ſuppoſed 
nd, are induced St. Mark to retain only certain portions 


the Goſpels. of St. Matthew and St. Luke, and to 
It the reſt”, But, even if theſe reaſons be ſatisfac- 


hs is reconcileable with the phænomenon, that ſo 
ch important matter contained in the Goſpels of 
Matthew and St. Luke is not likewiſe contained in 


. Cocpel of St. Mark: whereas every hypotheſis, in 
p- er to anſwer the purpoſes, for which it is aſſumed, 
aol {| not only be reconcileable with the phenomena, 
n0p muſt likewiſe account for them. Laſtly, there are 
ui | | ſeyeral 


lt cannot be, nor indeed has it been, aſſerted, that St. Mark 


(Ky _ either of St. Matthew or of St. Luke: for whoever has re- 
e to this argument undermines the whole edifice. If St. Mark 
th Wot it unneceſſary. to record what St. Matthew and St. Luke had 
E . recorded, it may be aſked: Why then did he write a Goſpel, 


3 p is amoſt wholly contained in the other two? On this ground 
- 8. e might conelude that St. Mark had never ſeen the 
of st. Matthew and St. Luke. | | 


„they ſhew nothing more than, that the hypo- 


ted ſo much matter, becauſe it was already contained in the 
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ſeveral remarkable phænomena in the verbal harmony oſpels 


the Evangeliſts hitherto unknown, which are not i £0! 
inexplicable on the ſuppoſition, that St. Mark uſed P"2"2* 
Goſpels of St. Matthew and St. Luke, but really lf loqu 
compatible with the ſuppoſition, as will be ſhewn Hr pic. 
after, 7 | lia par 
IT: 
. | diver: 
.. blivior 
| lerc h 
„„ adi in 
. | orman 
OF THE AUTHORS, WHO SUPPOSE, THAT OUR EV4 lichae! 
GELISTS MADE USE OF A COMMON poc ue Ne 
OR COMMON DOCUMENTS. | lition 
ark c 
IN the two foregoing ſections the opinions of te byp 
critics, who adopt the principle, that the ſuccecume 
Evangeliſts copied from the preceding, have Hm t! 
ſtated in ſuch a manner, that, in order to do juſtice en 
the reſpective opinions, the principle itſelf has not cus 
called in queſtion. But this very principle, on ned, 
all the above-mentioned hypotheſes depend, is i mon 
to objections, which it is not very eaſy to ſurmoſ in 
For this reaſon other critics explain the verbal harmed, 
obſervable in our three firſt Goſpels, on the ſuppoſiinjhſſ< 45 
. == they were derived from a common ſource. I pd he 
rſt writer, to whom this thought occurred, d not 
Le Clerc“, who in his Hiſtoria Eccleſiaſtica (Amt aſte 
dami, 1716, 4to.) Sæc. I. Ann. LxIv. ſect. xi. p. 
ſpeaking of the verbal harmony of St. Luke's Goft | 
with thoſe of St. Matthew and St. Mark, and the . el. 
ference, which was thence deduced, that both Wc... 
a | : | Gol ewiſe p 
F Yn pa Vol. 
Even 8 as long ago as the fourth century, ſp Sa 
of the verbal harmony of the Evangeliſts, which he calls c his 
xc ww; xngD . Hæreſ. LI. 6. accounts for it by ſaying, en © ſequel 


andre e Mn wear. But he has not explained what be W 
by avry » W171. ER EN ee ee 
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oſpels were uſed by St. Luke, lays: Quod volunt, 
\ collatione Evangelii Luce cum Matthæi et Marci 
Wranocliis, liquere Lucam ab 11s loca integra: verbaque 
loquendi genera mutuatum eſſe, id vero minime 
rſpicuum eſt. quidni enim credamus tria hec Evan- 
lia partim petita eſſe ex fimilibus aut iiſdem fontibus, hoc 
qe commentariis eorum, qui varios Chriſti ſermones 
diverant, aut actorum ejus teſtes fuerant, eaque, ne 
blivioni mandarentur, illico ſcriptis mandarant. Le 
lere however appears to have made no further uſe of 
is opinion, and it attracted ſo little notice, that it lay 
rrmant upwards of fixty years, till it was revived by 
EV4 lichaelis in the third edition of his Introduction to 
Aue New Teſtament © publiſhed in 1777. But in is 

ion Michaelis ſtill retained the opinion that St. 
ark copied from St. Matthew®, and therefore united“ 
Wc hypotheſis, that the Evangeliſts uſed more ancient 
documents, with the principle, that the one copied 
om the other. In 1782 Profeſſor Koppe at Got- 
ngen publiſhed a ſhort Latin diſſertation entitled, 
arcus non epitomator Matthæi, in which he ex- 
lained, as Michaelis had done, the examples of verbal 
armony in the three firſt Goſpels, on the ſuppoſition, 
at in thoſe examples the Evangeliſts retained the 
ords, which had been uſed in more ancient Goſpels, 
Ich as thoſe, of which St. Luke ſpeaks in his preface: 
pd he at the ſame time aſſerted that one Evangeliſt 
d not copy from the Goſpel of the other. To this 


Omya 
t onh 
ed th 
ly 
1 het 


F thi 
ed 
© ben 
Lice þ 
Ot bf 
| Whit 
lab 
Mok 
Amo 
ot 


[t aſſertion Michaelis has likewiſe ſubſcribed in the 
p. | fourth 
Gol 


4 Vol, II. $ 125. In the fourth edition it is & 129: in the Engliſh 
nilation Vol. III. ch. iti, Prieſtley has a ſimilar thought in his 
dſervations on the Harmony of the Evangeliſts (p. 73), which were 
ewiſe publiſhed in 1777. | 


a Vol. II. 9137. 


— 0p likewiſe been done by other critics, as will appear in 
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fourth edition of his Introduction *, and abandy 
his former opinion that St. Mark copied from 
Matthew, he attributes the verbal harmony of all ths 
Evangeliſts to the uſe of the ſame documents, Bu; 
he aſſumes, that St. Matthew wrote in Hebrey, j 
ſuppoſes, not that St. Matthew himſelf, but tha hy 
Greek tranflator had recourſe to the ſame Greek doc. 
ment or documents, which had been uſed both hy N 
Mark and St. Luke, and that hence aroſe the well 
harmony between the Greek Goſpel of St. Math 
and the Goſpels of St. Mark and St. Luke. 

We ſee then that Michaelis had recourſe to the fy 


vere 
uoht 


. poſition of a common Greek document, or document: yer) 
and in fact, when the verbal harmony of three Gr The 
Goſpels is to be explained on the hypotheſis, tha lin a 
common document was uſed, it is natural to concuk, eolog 
that the common document was likewiſe written i orig 
Greek. But ſince our three firſt Goſpels not aj ch v 
furniſh numerous examples of a cloſe verbal coin the 
dence, but preſent at other times not leſs nume ler 
examples, which have all the appearance of being dt 5 of 
ferent tranſlations of the ſame Hebrew, or Chaldee, afſer 
Syriac original, other critics have ſuppoſed, thit e by 

common Hebrew, or Chaldee, or Syriac original m no « 

the ground-work, on which our three firſt Come 
were built. Semler, though in the early part of Cop 
life he had adopted the opinion that the ſucceeig hich 
Evangeliſts copied from the preceding, and eſpeull Golf 
3 | | mY 


= Vol. IL. $ 144. Vol. III. ch. v. ſect. 5. of the tranſhtin. 


Y The terms © Hebrew,” © Chaldee,* © Syriac,” when app 
the document or documents ſuppoſed by various critics to h 
uſed by our three firſt Evangeliſts are in fact ſynonymous. If 
Hebrew is not meant the language, in which the Old Teſta 
written, but the language ſpoken in Paleſtine in the time # 
Apoſtles, of which language Chaldee was one dialect, Syriac an 
And theſe two differ ſo little from each other, that, with the ect 
of the Nun of the third perſon future, Syriac, when uren 
Chaldee letters, and without points, becomes itſelf Chaldee. 
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«+ St. Luke copied from the Goſpels of St. Matthew 
d St. Mark *, was the firſt writer, who aſſumed the 
pothefis (or at leaſt was the firſt who made it known 
the public) that our three firſt Evangeliſts uſed in 


a by mmon a Hebrew or Syriac document, or documents, 
doch. m which they derived the principal materials of 
K ir Goſpels. This hypotheſis he delivered in his 


marks on Townſon's Diſcourſes on the four Goſpels“, 
ich he publiſhed at Halle in 1783: but he has 
ered it only in a curſory manner, and, as the 
ught was then new, he does not appear to have had 
rery determinate opinion on the ſubject. | 

The next year, namely in 1784, was publiſhed at 


oh 

in a poſthumous work of Leſſing entitled Leſſing's 
at cological Relicks?, in which is a ſhort Effay © on 
ten i origin of our canonical Goſpels. In this Eſſay, 
ch was written in 1778, as appears from the date 
oom the manuſcript, and therefore five years before 


ler publiſhed his remarks on Townſon, the hypo- 


ment 
ng dl 5 of a common Syriac or Chaldee original is like- 
dee, aſſerted, but with much more preciſion, than was 


e by Semler. This original, according to Leſſing 
no other, than the Goſpel, which was known by 
name of the Goſpel according to the Hebrews, or 
opel according to the twelve Apoſtles, a Goſpel, 
hich the ancients ſpeak with great reſpe&. ' From 
Goſpel Leſſing ſuppoſes, that St. Matthew, (who 
ls opinion wrote not in Hebrew“ but in Greek) 
: 4 a n b ES . and 


aum . „ bn * ; 

E. ee his Preface to Baumgarten's Controverſial Divinity (Halle, 
ar „ > i” ood AT >: iy te. 2 
I Fo bpecially in Vol. I. p. 146, 147, 221. 290. 

— beologiſcher Nachlaſs. Pag. 45-7. 
wt” e J notion entertained by the ancients, .,that St. Matthew 
10 in Hebrew, is aſcribed by Lefling to the following cauſe. 


atthew, though he wrote in Greek, made uſe of a Hebrew 
aldee document, namely the Goſpel according to the Hebrews, 
this document acquired the name of St. Matthew's Hebrew 
4, whence it was afterwards ſuppoſed, that St. Matthew was 
tor of it. - | 

BJ 
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and alſo St. Mark and St. Luke, derived the Princyd 
materials of their own Goſpels, and accordingly try, 
ſlated it more or leſs fully, more or leſs cloſely, ing 
| Greek*. Leſſing's hypotheſis was ſoon after opp 

by two very eminent critics, Storr and Grieſbach, yy 
in the works above-mentioned, the one publiſhe i 
1786, the other in 1789, advanced very different pd 
theſes. But in 1790, it met with the approbation d 
Niemeyer, Profeſſor of divinity in Halle, who in k 
Conjecture ad illuſtrandum plurimorum N. T. {ap 
torum ſilentium de primordiis vitæ Jeſu Chriſti ſq, 
p. 8. Jam fi fides habenda eſt patrum audta 
antiquiſſima extitit de vita Jeſu Chriſti narrati, b 
uſum eorum, qui e Judzis Chriſtiani facti erant, l. 
læſtinenſium imprimis ſeripta. Hæc narratio wn 
nominibus inſignitur, quo pertinent Evangelium du 
decim Apoſtolorum, Hebræorum, - Nazarzorun, þ 
cundum Matthæum: eademque, niſi me omnia fall 
pro fonte habetida eſt, e quo reliqua id genus ſcripia, tan 
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on . . LI * 8 er 
rivuli originem ſuam duxerunt. Further, Niemeyer bs 155 
4 E, . 1 pon 

not only adopted Lefling's hypotheſis, but hasimpmi * 


it; and ſince he has in reality laid the foundatm 
the ſtill greater improvements, which have been nat 
on the hypotheſis of a common Hebrew, or Ch 
original, it is but juſtice to tranſcribe what he i 
further ſaid on this ſubject, p. 9, 10. Cum 9 
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3 


e Adler, in a ſhort Latin diſſertation entitled © Nonnulla Mita 
et Marci enunciata ex indole linguz Syriacz explicantur, publit I 
Copenhagen in the ſame year, in which Leſling's Theological kan A 
were printed, likewiſe explains (p. 24.) the agreement betve! 
Greek Goſpels of St. Matthew and St. Mark, on the ſappmm 
that they were both derived from the ſame Hebrew d 
original. But Adler has not extended the hypotheſis to dt. 
Goſpel, though perhaps for no other reaſon, than beca | 

Goſpels of St. Matthew and St. Mark were the only ſubject di 
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inquiry. He differs however from Lefling in reſpect to the ot 
itſelf: for he ſuppoſes, that St. Matthew wrote not in 6 , 
in Chaldee, or as jt is frequently faid, Hebrew, that fron K 

thew's Chaldee original St. Mark made an extract, but Ws 
afterwards completely tranſſated into Greek. 
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Mntineret hic liber, de quo quærimus, Apoſtolorum 
vita Chriſti narrationes, non modo propter argumenti 
avitatem credibile eſt, ejus exemplaria in plurimorum 
hriſtianorum manibus fuiſſe, quorum maxime debebat 
tereſſe divinam magiſtri ſui ĩimaginem intueri, verum 
jam Vngulis exemplaribus ea, que quiſque aliunde de Chriſto 
wperta haberet, tanquam auttaria adſcripta eſſe f. ita 
idem ut ve] Apoſtolorum evo plures extiterint horum 
lemorabilium recenſiones. Quod fi ſumitur, multa 
cillime explicari poſſunt, que, ſublata iſta hypotheſi, 
modum obſcuras reddunt Evangeliorum noſtrorum 
gines. Primum intelligitur conſenſus Matthæi, 
larci, Lucæ, per plures Evangeliorum ſuorum partes, 
on modo in rerum quas tractant ſimilitudine, verum 
jam verborum conſpirat ione perſpicuus. Fac centum 
dmines ejuſdem facti fuiſſe teſtes, fac centum ipſos 
od viderint mandaſſe literis: conſentient re, different 
grbis, nec quiſquam caſu factum eſſe judicabit, fi vel 
es aut quatuor ex eorum numero rem ita narraverint, 
per plurimarum periodorum ſeriem verbum verbo 
ſpondeat. Hoc vero quis ignorat ſexcentis obſervari 
Evangeliſtarum commentariis? Atqui hoc mirum non 
Nempe ex eodem hauſerunt fonte. Memorabilia 
briſti et dicta et facta Hebraice ſcripta, in uſum 
prece loquentium, Græca fecerunt. Qui vero factum 
ut Lucas alium ſequeretur rerum ordinem, quam 
atthæus; ut in Marco plura deſiderentur, in Mat- 
do, cujus veſtigia premere videtur, obvia? Ut in 
ngulis partibus alter altero verboſior, in obſervandis 
bus minutis diligentior reperiatur? Quoniam, ut dixi- 
us, mira fuit exemplarium, quæ iſta Apoſtolorum 


mmuorevuars complectebantur, diverſitas. Deinde, 
uoniam liberum fuit 1is, quæ ex iſtis Commentariis 


a Evangelia concinnabant, addere que ſibi aliunde 


aotuiſſent, reſecare que vel ſubleſtæ fidei, vel minus 


23. utilia 
„ This additional ſuppoſition, which was firſt made by Niemeyer, 


be found to be of fingular uſe in explaining many phenomena 
L our three firſt canonical Goſpels. 
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24 ORIGIN OF THE 
utilia lectoribus, et a ſuo ſcribendi confilio Enn 


judicarent.“ | 2 al; | al 
From the time that Niemeyer publiſhed this ag, doed 

tation, the hypotheſis of a common Hebrew or Chaldy wn 
original has been daily gaining ground in German 4 bt 
In the year following, namely in 1791, it was adopte lee 
by Mr. Weber of Tübingen, in his © Contributions u me ! 
the hiſtory of the canon of the New Teſtaments, yh th t 
likewiſe agrees with Leſſing and Niemeyer in the 15 den 
nion, that the common Hebrew or Chaldee dom herea 
was no other, than the Goſpel according to tie ent. 
brews. In the year 1792, was publiſhed at Hale þ ls th 
8vo. a very ingenious work entitled, An Attempt y ſe, e 
illuſtrate the hiſtory of the Jewiſh and Chriſtian canon: inal C 
in which the learned author derives our three fif wit| 
canonical Goſpels from a common Hebrew origiul non, 
but ſuppoſes, not only that St. Matthew wrote in nde 
brew, but that the Hebrew Goſpel written by St. Ma-Wi 
thew was the original, from which our three fiſt Grit 
canonical Goſpels were derived. In 1793, the the 

logical faculty at Göttingen, as the origin of our u 
nonical” Goſpels was a fabject, which began to gal 
univerſal- attention, and the decifion of the quelin 

muſt neceſſarily lead to many important concluſ OF E 
propoſed the following queſtion for a prize diſſenaim 

* Quznam fit origo Evangeliorum Matthæi, Mat, U. 
Lucæ et Joannis? ex quibuſnam fontibus eorum alt 1 


tores hauſerint: quibus maxime lectoribus et quo ab 
ſilio ſinguli ſcripſerint; quomodo denique et quo tw 
pore factum fit, ut quatuor iſta Evangelia majret 

| | PE Res aun 


15 r Beytrige zur Geſchichte des neuteſtamentlichen Kanons, Tdi 
gen, 1791, 8vo. See eſpecially, p. 21, 2. 

d Verſuch einer Beleuchtung der Geſchichte des Jidiſchen m 
Chriſtlichen Bibelkanons. The author, who has not ment! 
name, is ſuppoſed to be Corodi, a clergyman in Switzerland, 
died in 1793. 8 : 

1 Vol. II. p. 150—152. J. E. C. Schmidt, profeſſor at Cin 
has ſince adopted the ſame opinion, in a diſſertation print 1 
fourth volume of Henke's Magazine (Helmſtadt, 1795) P. 57 
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am Evangelia, quæ vocant apocrypha, et canonicam 
goritatem conſequerentur?* The prize was ad- 
aged in the following year to Halfeld *, and the 
cceſſit to Rufſwurm ', both ſtudents at Gottingen: 
both of them adopted the hypotheſis, that our 
eee firſt canonical Goſpels were derived from the 
WE... Hebrew or Chaldee document or documents, but 
th this difference, that in the opinion of Halfeld 
eral documents were uſed by the Evangeliſts, 
eereas Ruſſwurm ſuppoſes, that they uſed only dif- 
eat copies of one and the ſame document, which.he, 
ls the original Goſpel. But Ruſſwurm does not ſup- 
ſe, either with Leſſing and Niemeyer that this ori- 
nal Goſpel was the Goſpel according to the Hebrews, 
WT with the author of the Attempt to illuſtrate the 
aon, that it was written by St. Matthew, ſince he 
ders St. Matthew's Goſpel as derived from it. 
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or E1CHHORN'S HYPOTHESIS IN PARTICULAR. 
1101.88 5 


= | Dunne the time that the diſſertations were pre- 


paring for the prize at Gottingen, Eichhorn, 
p W hoſe lectures both  Halfeld and Ruſſwurm had at- 
eq, prepared likewiſe a diſſertation on the origin 
en our three firſt Goſpels, which he printed in 1794, 
the fifth volume of his Univerſal Library of Biblical 

on Literature. 
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P Halfeld's Diſſertation was publiſhed at Göttingen in 1794, under 
following title, Commentatio de origine quatuor Evangeliorum, 
de eorum canonica auctoritate. | 


| Ruſſwurm did not publiſh his Latin diſſertaton, but tranſlated it 
d German, and fo. conſiderably augmented it, as to make two 
* 810, volumes, the firſt of which was printed at Ratzeburg, in 
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Literature ", As this differtation is by far the wy 
important of all the effays, which have appeared i 
defence of the hypotheſis of a common Heyy g 
Chaldee original, it will be neceſſary to make ſuch g. 
tracts from it, as will enable thoſe readers, who we m 
acquainted with German, to judge of its mes 
Eichhorn ſuppoſes that only ove document was u X 
all three Evangeliſts, but he ſuppoſes, that various l. 
ditions had been made in various copies of it, a 
that three different copies, thus variouſly enriche 
| were reſpectively uſed by our three firſt Evangelik 
Thus far Niemeyer had ſuppoſed; but then Eichen 
s much deeper into the ſubject, than any of thi 
who had written before him. For by a very ingen 
analyſis of our three firſt Goſpels, he has inveſtiga 
both the contents of the aſſumed original documen, 
as it exiſted in its primitive ſtate, and the various l 
ditions, which were made to it in the copies, wic 
he ſuppoſes were uſed by St. Matthew, St. Mark, al 
St. Luke. The principle, which he adopts in th 
inveſtigation, is the following: that all thoſe porin 
which are common to all three Evangeliſts were orgs 
nally contained in the common document; that ti 
ſections, whether great or ſmall; which are comma 
to St. Matthew and St. Mark but not to St. Luk 
and at the ſame time occupy places in the Goſpels i 
St. Matthew and St. Mark, which correſpond to ad 
other, were additions made in the copies uſed by N 
Matthew. and St. Mark, but not in the copy uſed f 
St. Luke; and in like manner that the ſections found 
in the correſponding places of the Goſpels of St. Mil 
and St. Luke, but not contained in the Goſpel of & 
Matthew, were additions made in the copies uſed 
St. Mark and St. Luke. Hence, according to Lid 
horn, the original document contained the = ; 
: | ; | econ lh 


g, 785 F906, The German title is Allgemeine Hinte 
der bibliſchen Literatur. It is a periodical publication, whica 8 


. 1 0 EI 
begun in 1787, and contains a real treaſure of biblical criticiſm, vs 


[that this 
cument, 
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aions, which are common to all the three Evange- 


| John the Baptiſt. Mark 1. 2—8. Luke ili. 1-18. 


Matth. iii. 112. 
Baptiſm of Chriſt. Merk i. 9—1 1. Luke Hi. 21, 
22. Matth. iii. 13—17. | 
Temptation of Chriſt. . Mark i. 12, 13. 
1-13. Matth. iv. 1—11. | | | 
Chriſt's return to Galilee, and arrival at Capernaum. 
| Mark 1. 14. Luke iv. 14. Matth. iv. 12, 13. 
. Cure of Peter's mother-in-law. Mark 1. 29—34. 
| Luke iv. 38—41. Matth. viii. 14—17. 
Cure of a leper. Mark i. 40—45. Luke v. 12— 
16. Matth, vii. 2-4. 
Cure of a perſon afflicted with the palſy. Mark ii. 
i—12, Luke v. 17—26. Matth. ix. 1-8. 
. Call of St. Matthew. Mark li. 13—22. Luke v. 
27-39. Matth. ix. 9—17. | 
d. Chriit goes with his diſciples through the corn fields. 
Mark li. 23z—28. Luke vi. 1—5. Matth. xii. 1 
. e k . 
10. Cure of a withered hand. Mark iii. 16. Luke 
vi. 6-11, Matth. xii. 9-15. | | 
11, Preparation for the ſermon on the mount. Mark 
Il. 719. Luke vi. 12— 19. Matth. iv. 23—25. 
12. Confutation of the opinion that Chriſt caſt out 
devils by the aſſiſtance of Beelzebub. Mark iii. 
20—30, Matth. xii. 22 45. (Perhaps formerly 
Luke alfo?). — EET 
13. Arrival 
Throughout all the following ſections, which are common to all 
bree Evangeliſts, St. Mark and St. Luke have preciſely the ſame 
* But St. Matthew, though he has the ſame arrangement as 
t. Mark and St. Luke from ſect. 19 to the end, has arranged ſeveral] 


of the eighteen firſt ſections in a different manner. In theſe ſections 


tberefore, as St. Mark and St. Luke agree, Eichhorn follows their 
order. See what he ſays, F 12. | 


0 Eichhorn means only, as appears from what he ſays, p. 860, 
: t this ſection was perhaps in St. Luke's copy of the common do- 
ument, as well as in the copies uſed by St. Matthew and St. Mark. 
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x3. Arrival of the mother and brethren of Chit 
Mark iii. 31—35.. Luke viii. 19—21. Math xj 
46= 50. a 

14. Parable of the ſower. Mark iv. 1-34. Luke zi. 
4— 18. Matth. xlii. 1 34. 

15. Chrift croſſes the ſea, and undergoes a ſtom. 
Mark iv. 35—41. Luke viii. 22 — 25. Mat, 
viii. 18 — 27. 

16. Tranſactions in the country of the Gadaree, 
Mark v. 1-20. Luke viii. 26—39. Matth. wi. 
28— 34. | 3 

16. The daughter of Jairus reſtored to life. Marky, 
21—43. Luke viii. 40—56., Matth. ix. 184, 

18. Chriſt ſends out the. twelve Apoſtles. Mark di 
7—13. Luke ix. 1—6, Matth. x. 1—42. 

19. The fame of Chriſt reaches the court of Hemd 
Matth. xiv. 1— 12. Mark vi. 14—29. Luke, 


20. Five thouſand men fed. Matth. xiv, 13-1. 
' Mark vi. 30-44. Luke ix. 10—17. 
21. Acknowledgement of the Apoſtles, that Chrit 
the Meſſiah. Matth. xvi. 13 — 28. Mark yi. 2 
 —I&. 1. Luke ix. 18-277. 
22. Transfiguration of Chriſt on the mount. Matt. 
xvii. 1 10. Mark ix. 2-9. Luke ix. 28—30. 
23. Chriſt cures a demoniac, whom his -Apoſtles wer 
unable. to cure. Matth. xvii. 14—2 1. Mark u 
14—29. Luke ix. 379—43. | 
24. Chriſt foretells his death. Matth. xvii. 22, 23. 
Mark ix. go—32. Luke ix. 43—45. | 
25. Diſpute among the Apoſtles about precedence 
Matth. xviti. 1—5. , Mark ix. 33—37. Lukes 
46—48*7 $a St . : 
26. Chriſt bleſſes children, who are brought to bin, 
and anſwers the queſtion, by what means falratit 
is to be obtained. Matth. xix. 13—30. Mark % 
13—31. Luke xvii. 15—30. | 
217. Chriſt again foretells his death. Matth. xx. I) 
19. Mark x. 32-34. Luke xviii. 31. oy 
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Bind men at Jericho reſtored to fight. Matth. 
. 29-34 Mark x. 46—52. Luke xviii. 35 


= Gs public entry into Jeruſalem, Matth. xxi. 
111. Mark xi. 1—10. Luke xix. 29—44. 
WW. Chriſt expels the buyers and ſellers from the temple. 
Matth. xxi. 12—14. Mark xi. 15—17, Luke 
xix. 45 46. | . . 
Chriſt called to account by the. chief prieſts and 
W «ders for teaching publickly in the temple. He 
anſwers them, and then delivers a parable. Matth. 
| x1. 23-27. 33—46. Mark xi. 27—xii, 12. 
Luke xx. 1—19. | 
. Oa the tribute to Cæſar, and marriage with a 
brother's widow. Matth. xxii. 15-33. Mark xii. 
15—37. Luke xx. 20-40. 
z. Chriſt's diſcourſe with the Phariſees relative to the 
Meffiah being called Lord by David. Matth. xxii. 
4i—46, Mark xi. 35—37. Luke xx. 41—4 5. 
The Phariſees cenſured by Chriſt. Matth. xxlii. 
1, &. Mark xii. 38—40. Luke xx. 45—47. 
. Chriſt foretells the deſtruction of Jeruſalem. 
Matth. Xxiv. 1—36. Mark xii. 1—36. Luke 
XXI. 5—36. 
Prelude to the account of Chriſt's paſſion. Matth. 
| xvi. 1— 5. Mark xiv. 1, 2. Luke xxil. 1, 2. 
Bribery of Judas: and the celebration of the Paſſ- 
over. Matth. xxvi. 14—29. Mark xiv. 10—25, 
Luke xxii. 9—23- V 
Cbriſt goes to the mount of Olives. Matth. xxvi. 
| - Sa Mark xiv. 26—42. Luke xxii. 39— 
406. ; | 
He is ſeized by a guard from the chief prieſts. 
Matth. xxvi. 47—58. Mark xiv. 43—54. Luke 
Mü. 4)—5 5. 3 | 
Peter's denial of Chriſt, &c. Matth. xxvi. 69 
Wu. 19. Mark xiv. 66 — xv. 10. Luke xxii. 56 
XXIli. 17, FP h 
41 
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41. The crucifixion and death of Chriſt. Mat 
xXvii. 20-66. Mark xv. 11—47. Luke = 
18—506. | 


— 


42. The reſurrection. Matth. xxvili. 1, &c. Mu Tr 
XVI. I, &c. Luke XXIV. I, &C*. 4 0 
| h kc 
Theſe were the contents, according to Eichlon; ; "Pp 
bypotheſis, of the original document ſuppoſed u 1 
have been uſed by St. Matthew, St. Mark, and .0M the 
Luke. They contain a ſhort. but well, connefed az, 
preſentation of the principal tranſactions of Chil, WAR 0 5 
from his baptiſm to his death: they are ſuch as nig i4 ; 
be expected in the firſt ſketch of a narrative of CH tt 
miniſtry: and that a document with theſe cont. +-;; 
really exiſted before the compoſition of our thice He E 
Goſpels, is a ſuppoſition, which is attended v lich 
internal improbability. 7 by 
But though St. Matthew, St. Mark and S:. D done 
agree in each of theſe forty-two general ſectios Modder 
relating the ſame principal fact, yet they are not A e circ, 
equally diffuſe in the relation of the concomitant i th { 
cumſtances. For fometimes St. Matthew and Men al 
Mark mention circumſtances, which are unnoticed cume— 
| 7 Ice th 
p Of each of theſe forty-two ſections Eichhorn has givena W e fam 
ingenious analyſis, p. 80 1-920. The ſections, which are comnl be ſam 
only to St. Matthew and St. Mark are inveſtigated, p. 921-48 thoſe 
thoſe which are common only to St. Mark and St. Luke, p. 959M . 
and thoſe, which are common only to St. Matthew and St. Lu ung 11 
p. 904970. 5 pich ar 
4 Lardner likewiſe obſerved in his Hiſtory of the Apolis fore 
Evangeliſts, Vol. I. ch. x. (Vol. VI. p. 288. ed. 1788), that, f tive ſt: 
thoſe ſections which are common to St. Matthew, St. Mark nl o ſecti. 
Luke, be ſeparated from the other matter in their Goſpel, "ny: 5 
contain an entire Goſpel dr a complete hiſtory of the mint ND 
Jeſus Chriſt, or, to borrow St. Luke's expreſſion, a hiſtory (, ch W. 
that Jeſus both did and taught, until the day in which he was (a T 
up into heaven.“ Lardner then enumerates the principal mit * 
which are common to St. Matthew, St. Mark and St. Luke, ame]y 
concludes by ſaying : © Here are all the integrals of a Gaſpe! * nt cof 
the thought therefore, that theſe integrals even exiſted by them _ whi 
in a ſeparate work, did not occur to Lardner, he was not far fr ced by tl 


Ong we; 
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loke; at other times circumſtances are mentioned 
St. Matthew and St. Luke, which are unnoticed by 
Mark, and at other times again by St. Mark and 
Luke, which are unnoticed by St. Matthew. 
eniſe each Evangeliſt frequently mentions circum— 
aces, which are unnoticed by the other two. In 


ew has the. ſhorteſt text, at other times St. Mark, 
other times St. Luke. But as the forty-two principal 
„ which are common to all three Eyangeliſts, are 
poſed to have been contained 1n the original docu- 
ent, we muſt likewiſe ſuppoſe in order to be conſiſtent, 
at this document in each of the forty-two ſections 
dntained only ſo much matter, as is common to all 
ree Evangeliſts. Conſequently, all the circumſtances, 
hich are mentioned by two of the Evangeliſts, but 
h dt by the third, and alſo thoſe, which are mentioned 
lu one of them, but not by the other two, muſt be 
15 8W@nſidered as additions. Thoſe of the former kind, or 


Una e circumſtances mentioned by two of the Evangeliſts 
ak Cl 


1d 1 
ced 


tent 
fi 
th 0 


ken already noted in the two copies of the common 
xcument, which were uſed by thoſe two Evangeliſts, 
Ice their agreement in making the ſame addition in 
e fame place, would otherwiſe remain unexplained. 
he ſame inference may likewiſe be deduced in reſpe& 
thoſe ſections, which two Evangelifts agree in in- 
ting in the ſame place, in addition to thoſe ſections, 
ich are common to all three. To the original text 


alle erefore of the common document, which in its pri- 
chat, tre ſtate contained only fo much matter of the forty- 
b {eftions, as is common to all three Evangeliſts, 
2 nous additions were made in the ſeveral tranſcripts, 
tory ich were taken of it. The copy uſed by St. 
> was U | Mat- 


| Namely, according to Eichhorn's hypotheſis, the proprietors of 
ent copies of this document added in the margin thoſe circum- 
es, which had come to their knowledge, but which were un- 
ced by the author or authors of the document, and theſe marginal 
mn were taken by ſubſequent tranſcribers into the text. | 
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ee forty-rwo ſections therefore, ſometimes St. Mat- 


the ſame ſection, but not by the third, muſt have 
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Matthew contained additions, ſome of which had h 
made likewiſe in the copy uſed by St. Mark, oh 
in the copy uſed by St. Luke: St. Mark's copy co. 
tained, additions, of which ſome had been made h 
St. Matthew's, others in St. Luke's copy: and accor 
ingly St. Luke's copy contained additions, of pid 
ſome had been made in St. Matthew's, others in 9. 
Mark's copy. As to the additions, which each Er, 
geliſt has peculiar to himſelf, they may have he 
added either wholly or in part in the copy of the qi 
ginal document, which each Evangeliſt uſed, or þ 
may have added them himſelf. In this manner, a 
not on the ſuppoſition, that the ſucceeding Exangeit 
copied from the preceding, Eichhorn accounts i 
for the matter, which is common to all three, 20 
the matter, which is common to only two of then 
and 3% for the matter, which is peculiar to ed 
And it muſt be granted that theſe three kinds of mu- 
ter may be explained on Eichhorn's hypotheſis, wh 
the ſuppoſition, that the ſucceeding Evangeliſts cop 
from the preceding does not explain. For, if we lyp 
pole, that the lateſt of the three writers copied fra 
the other two, the ſuppoſition is fo far from explainng 
why one or both of thoſe two Evangeliſts bave matte 
which the third has not, that great ingenuity is requi 
to produce even a reconciliation between the ſuppoſiid 
and the phznomena to be explained by it. So fat ih 
the hypotheſis. of a common original deſerves the 
ference, as it accounts for what the other bypotiel 
does not. And if it can be proved, that the fuccet 
ing Evangeliſts did not uſe the Goſpels of the precedi 
we are reduced to the neceſſity of adopting the ol 
| hypotheſis*, ſince one of the two muſt. be adopted, 
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has been already ſhewn in the firſt ſection. No# m, 9: 

| | cane teftion, * 

X OW uh in 1 

But even then the queſtion will remain to be determint:! [of the « 

what form ſhall we adopt the hypotheſis 'of a common docu on of 
For the forms, which this hypotheſis is capable of aſſuming) 4 


. . 3 78 . 
much more numerous, than any one at firſt fight would imagine * g 
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ot be denied that Eichhorn has uſed very ſtrong 
ments in favour of this poſition*: but ſince certain 
aomena in the verbal harmony of the Evangeliſts, 
ch have been hitherto unnoticed, will be found to 
WE of great importance in the deciſion of this queſtion, 
WL theſe phænomena cannot be ſtated, till the autho- 
have been produced, on which they are founded, 
reader may ſuſpend his judgement, till the autho- 
s have been produced, and the phænomena ſtated, 
en this and every other opinion, which has been ad- 
ced in reſpect to the origin of our three firſt Goſpels, 

be put to the teſt. 3 | 
The next queſtion, which. Eichhorn examines, re- 
s to the language, in which the original document 
written“: and he is decidedly of opinion that it was 
ten, not in Greek, but in Hebrew or Chaldee. 
, If it be ſuppoſed, that our three firſt Evangeliſts 
from the ſame Greek ſource, the numerous ex- 
les, in which different Greek words are uſed in 
r Goſpels, to relate the ſame things, are incapable 
xplanation, ſince if the Evangeliſts agreed in 
ing the matter of their common document, no 
dn can be aſſigned for ſo frequent an alteration of 
vrds, But, if we ſuppoſe, that the document was 
re or Chaldee, that our three firſt Greek Goſpels, 
they have matter in common with, each other, 
ain tranſlations of it, and that theſe tranſlations 
made independently of each other, the reaſon of the 
geliſts having ſo frequently uſed different, but ſyno- 
pus Greek exprefſions in relating the ſame things, is 
obvious. 
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ap, 706=175 and more particularly in his analyſis of the 


o general ſections, in & 23. Alſo Haltfeld, p. 77750. and 
m, F 310, of the works above quoted have well argued on 

telion, See alſo what Lardner has ſaid on the ſame fide of the 

Mn, in his Hiſtory of the Apoſtles and Evangeliſts, Vol. I. 

(of the edition printed in £756, or Vol. VI. p. 223=233- of 
Iton of his — 2 printed in 1788, | 
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obvious“. Thus far the hypotheſis appears to au 


the purpoſes, for which it was aſſumed: but when y 
come to the examples, in which the Evangeliſt ty 
the ſame things in the ſame words, which muſt heli 
wiſe explained, as well as the examples, in which thy 
relate the ſame things in different words, Eichho 
hypotheſis is liable to an objection ſimilar to the 
which was made above in Sect. 3. to Grieſbach's ly 
theſis; namely, that there are phænomena, for ut 
Eichhorn's hypotheſis does not account, and that ath 
utmoſt nothing more can be attempted, than to m 
with the hypotheſis certain phænomena, which owl 
to be explained by it. Beſides, even though it we 
poſſible for Greek tranſlators, who tranſlated from f 
ſame Hebrew or Chaldee original, and, according 
Eichhorn's hypotheſis, without any connexion what 
ever with each other*, to produce tranſlations, wht Bolte 
in ſuch numerous and long examples agreed u Gol 
word, as we find eſpecially in the Goſpels of 8. ln e 
thew and St. Mark, and St. Matthew and &. . the 
it will appear hereafter that the phznomena t ou 
verbal agreement of our three firſt Goſpels are of ue 
a particular deſcription, as to be wholly income n 
with the notion of three independent tranſlatiom d ng 
ſame original. | dann 
ch 
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Eichhorn further adds, not only that difficulties frequent) n = der 
their Greek expreſſions, which can be removed o by rem; dles, 
them into Hebrew, but that examples may be produced, u bre: 
tray even an inaccuracy of tranſlation. On this ſubject 1c H 15 
p. 48—51. 24 

- | 64 0d ark ; 

* Eichhorn ſays, 8 14. We poſſeſs in our three fir wy * 
three tranſlations of the above mentioned ſhort life of Chr i 

were made independently of each other. WE” lt | 

8 | | Coro 

b 

anſlati, 

2 the P 

5 ; er in 


CHI 


a 


THREE, FIRST GOSPELS. 35 


CHAP... VE 


F THE AUTHORS, WHO HAVE UNITED BOTH OF 
THE PRECEDING SUPPOSITIONS. 


ROM what has been ſaid in the preceding ſections 
it appears, that ſome critics adopt the hypotheſis, 
hat the ſucceeding Evangeliſts copied from the pre- 
ding, while others reject it, and adopt the hypotheſis 
Hebrew or Chaldee document, as the bafis of our 
re firſt canonical Greek Goſpels. To theſe may be 
Ed a third claſs of critics, who- unite both hypo- 
Wiſes, as Bolten and Herder have done, though the 
Witems, which theſe two learned writers have framed, 
e upon the whole very different from each other. 

Bolten , aſſumes, not only that St. Matthew wrote 
s Goſpel in Hebrew, but that his Hebrew Goſpel 
vs the ground-work of our three firſt Goſpels?, and 
c theſe contain different Greek tranſlations from it: 
t our Greek Goſpel of St. Matthew is a tranllation 
the whole of it, to which perhaps ſome additions 
re made, that St. Mark's Goſpel contains a Greek 
ain from it, and that St. Luke's Goſpel likewiſe 
WP itains a Greek tranſlation of many parts of it, to 
ich St. Luke himſelf made many additions, which 
ED derived from other ſources. -Further Bolten ſup- 
es, that the Greek tranſlation of St. Matthew's 


brew original was made before the Goſpels of St. 
K and St. Luke were written, and that both St. 
bk and St. Luke had recourſe to it“. In this man- 


ner 


It has been already obſerved that this opinion is likewiſe adopted 
Corodi, and J. E. C. Schmidt. 3 


* This hypotheſis Bolten delivers in the preface to his German 
nſlation of St. Matthew's Goſpel publiſhed at Altona in 1792, and 
the prefaces to his German tranſlation of the Goſpels of St. Mark 
5 3 publiſhed at the ſame place, the one in 1795, the 
179 - SEP 4 ; | 
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ner he explains not only thoſe examples, which pen 
to be different tranſlations of the ſame original, hy 
likewiſe all thoſe examples, in which there 1s a very 
coincidence, For it may be ſaid, that wherever 8 
Mark and St. Luke relate the ſame thing, that is relate 
by St. Matthew, but in words different from tho, 
which are uſed in St. Matthew's Greek Goſpel, tis 
tranſlated for themſelves without conſulting that C 
Goſpel, that where they relate the fame thing in tl 
ſame words, they had recourſe to it, and laſtly, th 
where St. Mark and St. Luke themſelves have the fine 
words, St. Luke had recourſe to St. Mark's Goſpel 
But then Bolten's hypotheſis labours on the other han 
under all thoſe difficulties, to which every hypothe 
is expoſed, as ſoon as it implies, that one Evangil 
copied from the other. Even the ſuppoſition, that itw Wi 
St. Matthew's Hebrew Goſpel, which was the bals « cum 
our three firſt Greek Goſpels, is liable to objection, 8G ofpe: 
- unleſs we at the ſame time ſuppoſe, that the G0 the 


written by St. Matthew was much more conciſe in 1 Wo the 
accounts, than the firſt of our Greek Goſpels, ritter 
that this was not fo much a tranſlation of St. Matthews AW. uke 


Hebrew original, as a work, of which the latter {ena WM: is 1 
only as the baſis. For if the document, which is umi 
poſed to be the ground-work of the Greek Golpes Wl his v 
St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St. Luke, was as ful enten 
its accounts, as the Greek Goſpel of St. Matthes, "Wn preach 


is difficult to aſſign a reaſon, why St. Mark and * temp 
Luke neglected ſo much important matter, to wii ; liſcove 


in this caſe they might have had acceſs, and wii 
deſerved: their attention, as much as it deſerved 
attention of St. Matthew's Greek tranſlator, * Nov 
is not adviſeable to adopt without neceſſity an e 
theſis, which will almoſt oblige us to ſuppoſe tha 
firſt Greek Goſpel is not ſo much the work f 
Matthew, as of ſome, unknown perſon. Beſides tl 
appear hereafter, that, if St, Matthew himſelf ws 
Hebrew, the common opinion that the firll of 
Greek Goſpels is a cloſe tranſlation of it, and ther 
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TREE FIRST GOSFELS. 


been invented, at leaſt as well as any other opinion. 

Herder, the lateſt writer on the origin of our three 
firſt Goſpels*, agrees with Eichhorn in afſuming a 
common Hebrew or Chaldee Goſpel (Evangelium 
commune) as the ground-work of our three firſt Greek 
Goſpels*, and likewiſe agrees with him in the opinion, 
that this common Goſpel was neither the Goſpel accord- 


ing to the Hebrews, as Leſſing and Niemeyer ſuppoſe, 


or a Hebrew Goſpel written by St. Matthew, as Co- 


Wrodi, J. E. Schmidt, and Bolten ſuppoſe*®. But in 


oſt other reſpects Herder's opinion is different from 
hat of Eichhorn. For according to Eichhorn, and 
indeed according to every other critic, who has adopted 
a ſimilar hypotheſis, the common Goſpel was a urittex 


ament: but according to Herder it was a mere verbal 


Goſpel, and conſiſted only in the preaching (xnevyps) 
df the firſt teachers of Chriſtianity *. And according 
o the form of this oral Goſpel, or preaching, the 
written Goſpels of St, Matthew, St. Mark, and St. 
Luke were regulated: whence aroſe their, ſimilarity. 
It 1s uſeleſs however, as Herder further -afferts*, to 
xamine the words uſed in our three firſt Goſpels, for 
his very reaſon, that they proceeded not from a 
ritten document, but fram a mere oral Goſpel, or 
preaching : and accordingly in his opinion ©, whoeyer 
ittempts by an analyſis of our three firſt Goſpels to 
Iiſcover the contents of a ſuppoſed common document, 
an never ſucceed in the undertaking. Eichhorn how- 
= We, ever 

* Herder's hypotheſis is delivered in the third volume of his 

nlliche Schriften, that is, Chriſtian Writings, (Riga, 1797, 8x0.) 


; 5. 39357416), 


b pag. 398. 


BB 20. He ſays alſo, p. 411. that it had been propagated 


erbally thi ty years, when the ſybſtance of it was committed tg 


eu 
Y ang in three different Goſpels. 


d Pag, 396, 8 hy Pag. 397, 


FA 


that it is juſtly entitled to the name, which it bears, 
ill anſwer all the purpoſes, for which hypotheſes have 
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ever has not only made the attempt, but appears ink, 
analyſis to have been very ſucceſsful. And if |  iMtth« 
true, that a common Goſpel was the baſis of our tie ich 
firſt canonical Goſpels, it is hardly credible, thx + 
ſhould not have been committed to writing, m Meet 
every Chriſtian, who had once heard fo impor, ĩ 
relation, muſt have wiſhed to write down at leaſt th 
principal materials of it, had it been only to aſſiſt li o 
memory. Beſides a mere oral narrative, after it bw 
gone through ſo many different mouths in the cout 
of ſo many years, muſt at length have acquired d 
a variety of forms, that it muſt have ceaſed to dem r 


the title of Evangelium commune: and therefore uss 
ſuppoſition, that our three firft Goſpels were mo sv 
in one form, is difficult to be reconciled with the or 
nion of a mere oral Goſpel, which muſt neceffarily he Ii + 


aſſumed diverſity of forms fh. Another difference cos! 
tween the hypotheſes of Herder and Eichhorn conils AG 

in the relation, which our three firſt Greek Goſpds a 
ſuppoſed to bear to the common Goſpel: for accong 
to Eichhorn, the text of the common Goſpel is ons 
times contained with the feweſt additions in that of $ 


times again in that of St. Luke: but Herder (uppot en 
that St. Mark's text in general approaches the nem 
to that of the common original, and conſiders & 

Mark's Goſpel as little more than the oral Goſpel om t t 
mitted to writing in Greek s. Laſtly, Eichhom * 
ſolutely rejects the opinion that any one of our tis 
firſt Evangeliſts uſed the Goſpels of the others: U 
Herder ſuppoſes, that St. Luke uſed both the bn 


f Though Herder has in ſo rhaiiy places . poſitively aſſerted tit 
the Evangelium commune was propagated only by word of mth diff 
he ſeems to have been in, one place aware of the objectio 


made: for in p. 378, but in that place alone, he uſes the ex TY 
« Privatſchrift,” which ſignifies à private writing. But if it vs "Ss 
committed to writing, the propagation of it was not mere dich 
however private the copies of it nay be fuppofed to have been ne 


Pag. 331. 339. 414. Pag. 413—415. 
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opel of St. Mark, and the Hebrew Goſpel of St. 
atthew, which in his opinion was the fame, as that, 
lich was called the Goſpel according to the Hebrews, 
1 of which our firſt Greek Goſpel is not a cloſe, but 
dee tranſlation with alterations. 1 


h E 
- © 


CHA'P.: vn 


rrurxr or THE PARALLEL AND COINCIDENT 
ssc ES Or THE THREE FIRST GOSPELS.  RE- 
Corr or THIS STATEMENT. AND AN ACCOUNT 
or SEVERAL VERY REMARKABLE PHENOMENA 
is nE VERBAL HARMONY OF THE THREE FIRST 
052 ELs. | 


c are the various opinions, which are enter- 
W tained by the learned in reſpect to the origin of our 


ee firſt Goſpels. Each ſuppoſition has its advantages: 


t not one of all theſe, in the forms, in which they 


; : ve been hitherto delivered, anſwers all the purpoſes, 


ich ought to be anſwered by an hypothefis,. for none 


WF them accounts for all the phenomena, which are 


ſervable in our three firſt Goſpels. The ſuppoſition, 


| 6 at the ſucceeding Evangeliſts copied from the pre- 
ing, even if it accounts for the matter, which is 


mmon to all three Evangeliſts, and for the examples 
verbal agreement, does not account either for the 


oortant matter, which one Evangeliſt has leſs than 


other, or for the examples of apparent diſagreement, 


for the examples, in which the fame thing is related 


different, but ſynonymous terms. On the other 
c, if we reject the ſuppoſition, that the ſucceeding 
augeliſts copied from the preceding, and ſuppoſe that 


? ; br three firſt Greek Goſpels were derived from the 
e Gr; document, this hypotheſis, even if it ac- 
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in common with each other, and for the matter wig 


| theſis, that our three firſt Greek Goſpels contain the 
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counts both for the matter, - which the Evangeliſt kay But 


| e hald 
they have not in common with each other, andi 1 
for the examples of verbal agreement, {till kae hM bus 


numerous examples, in which the Evangelifts ra 
the ſame things 1n different but ſynonymous tern 
wholly unexplained. Further, if we adopt the hy, 


iim 
} þ plve 
Solow 
cov 


independent tranſlations of the fame Heererw or Club on, 


original, however well we may be able to explain e! 
other phenomena, we ſhall never be able to a]. he pa 
for the numerous and long examples in which ere 
times St. Matthew and St, Mark, at other tine a to 
Matthew and St. Luke agree word for word. teen 
if in order to account for their verbal agreement, vn ccri 
ſuppoſe that the Evangelifts uſed their common d ochf 
ment, not in its original language, but only in a Gi ea 
tranſlation *, we ſhall be at a loſs to explain ther ve 
quent uſe at other times, not of_the ſame, but iy lrang 
nonymous expreſſions. Laſtly, if we combine le t. 
bypotheſis, that the Evangeliſts uſed a common foro 
brew document, with the hypotheſis, that they it a 
recourſe + likewiſe, the one to the writings of the ol, fir thi 
we ſhall find that ſeveral phenomena, which are age 
cable by the former hypotheſis alone, are rendered m, 
explicable by its junction with the latter. ed. 
> WER Of hs | 8 ; able 


i Semler in his Remarks on Townſon's Diſcourſes, Vol. I. y.u 
223. removes at once all difficulty on this head by attriduwg® 
verbal harmony of the Evangelifts to later alterations made by 
ſcribers of the Goſpels. But it. will appear hereafter that the ell 
harmony of our three firſt Goſpels is of ſuch a particular deſcnpuh 
that it lay not within the power of tranſeribers to have produced 


& The author of the © Attempt to illuſtrate the Canon,” ade 
opinion, Vol. II. p. 152. Alſo Profeſſor Vogel at Altorf i 

ommentatio de conjecture uſu in eriſi Novi Teſtamenti (4 
1795, 4t0.), p. 14. where he ſpeaks of the hypotheſis of 12— 
Hebrew or Chaldee document, ſays, Si libro uſi ſunt in Ea 
ſuis conſcribendis, Greca ejus verſione uſos eſſe patet ex won 


_ et dicendi formulis, quas in una re defcribenda fingal 
nec | 
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But ſince the hypotheſis of a common Hebrew or 


It . ; . 

+ WT |.2dee original may be repreſented in a great variety 
Wc forms, and is capable of being combined with va- 
obs other ſuppoſitions, it is not impoſſible, that ſome 


im and ome combination, hitherto not made, may 
WE the phznomena. of every deſcription. In the 
blowing inquiry therefore an attempt will be made to 
cover, if poſſible, ſuch a form and ſuch a combina- 
Won, as will anſwer the propoſed end. For this pur- 
ee it will be neceffary to ſtate, in the firſt place, all 
e parallel paſſages of our three firſt Goſpels, in which 
ere tis a verbal agreement, to analyſe theſe paſſages, 
a to reduce the manifold phenomena in the verbal 
eeement and diſagreement of our three firſt Goſpels 
certain claſſes. We ſhall then have a very accurate 
ochſtone, by which not only any general hypotheſis, 


t each particular form of it may be tried. That is, 
ride apply to it the hypotheſis, that the ſucceeding 
0 cangeliſts copied from the preceding, we ſhall be 
e K dle to judge of each particular cafe of that general 


1 13 poſition, And if we apply to it the hypotheſis 
J. Wt a Hebrew or Chaldee document was the baſis 85 
ol, 


Wc three firſt Goſpels, we ſhall be equally well able to 
eee of the validity or invalidity of each pn 

Tm, in which this general ſuppoſition may be repre- 
feed. We ſhall be able to determine, whether it is 
ble that our three firſt Goſpels contain three tranſ- 
ons from a Hebrew document made independently 


war each other: and, if it ſhall be found that they do 
Kb: WP, vc ſhall be able further to determine even the par- 
5 ular connexion, which ſubſiſted between them, We 
n all be able to decide on the queſtions, whether the 


angeliſts themſelves uſed copies of the ſuppoled 


2. | | EE | 
wo crew document, or whether they had only Greek 
(4b "lations of it; whether one of them ' uſed the ori- 


al, and the other two a tranſlation, or whether one 
WP”) {cd a tranflation, and the other two the original, 
| 5 | With 
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with many others of the ſame kind'. For the * 
mena in the verbal harmony of the Evangeliſts, a; yi 
appear hereafter, afford fo ſevere a teſt, that no ob 


aſſignable cauſe, than that by which the effeqs yr | * 
really produced, can be expected to account for then 5 
And if it ſhall appear on actual trial, that only «4 BRAG: 0 
among the numerous forms of the general hypothel 3 = 
anfwers our purpoſe, we may be. certain that none d 

the others can be true. But whether that, which dos Unl: 
explain the phænomena in the verbal agreement al i . 
difagreement ® of the Evangeliſts, is itſelf the true on, ER 


depends again on the queſtion, whether it accous 

for the contents and arrangement of the Goſpels, 
In the following Table of parallel and coincide 
paſſages, the ftatements will be made according io it 
ſections adopted by Eichhorn“. It will confiſt of fu 
diviſions: in the firft of which will be contained tl 
ſections which are common to all three Evangelilt, u 
the ſecond the ſections which are common only 
St. Matthew and Sr. Mark, in the third the ſedi 
cammon only to St. Mark and St. Luke, and in 
fourth diviſion will be contained the ſections, vii 
are common only to St. Matthew and St. Luke. I 
das the defign of the following Table is to repreſent 
one view the parallel paſſages, which have a wl 
agreement, all thole ſections will of courſe be omit 
which furniſh no examples of verbal agreement, a 
in the ſections, which furniſh | ſuch examples, 4 
9 8 18 exam 


1. Even Eichhorn, who has diſplayed ſo much critical ably 
penetration in his Analyſis of our three firſt Goſpels, leaves d. 
queſtions undecided for want of ſufficient data. The only deter 
poſition which he aſſumes is, that the three tranſlations were * 

independently of each other, See page 784. | 

m By verbal diſagreement *-I underſtand the uſe of dill 
words in relating the ſame things. 

v Several ſections however will be added to the catalogue of uf 
which are common only to St Matthew and St. Luke. 
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Wn only will be quoted. Conſequently, in all 

ce tions which are wholly omitted, and alſo in 

W. omitted parts of the noticed ſections, the matter 

och is common either to all three Evangeliſts, or to 

do of them may be conſidered as delivered in 
ferent words . 


Unleſs I have overlooked ſome examples of parallel paſſages 
ivered in the ſame words, which however J have endeavoured to 


4 id, as much as poſſible, having carefully compared aur three 
Goſpels ſeveral times. 


TABLE 


* — — OE — 4 


TABLE 


Of Parallel and Coincident Passages in th 
Gospels of St. Matthew, St. Mark, and K 


Luke. 


(G9 


— — 


FIRST DIVISION. 


EXAMPLES IN THE XIII. 
TO ALL THREE. 


— 
I. 
John the Baptiſt. 


; | Mark i. 2=8 


Matth. iii. 1—12. 


| 4 
3. Guy Powrros £v TH ten- 


u r,kppurt xu d do xv, 
tobias Wore rag rglbug aur. 


6. Ka ee eονο ev tw 
Topdavy d aur xE eh, ανννεν¹e- 
vob rœg ahr a. 


Fentara iber rig 
Dl We vue Quygw ano Tx 
MEANBCNS OO NG 5 
3, 9. Temoare un xD 
@ £185 rug fr ν,s0Maͤ XL ph) 
Gofnre ds £9 taurotg, wa- 


SECTIONS co. AM 


3. dun Bowes 9 n 
u- ETOLLUTHTE TY a * 
evfercc Dowere Tas 7e fen 


ht. Mite dt. Mit. Aha 


5. Kar tbr rent W 
95 £v my Togdamn vnn 
or cuνν £foja0NaJupan f 
0 e QUT, 
"This part of the ad0 
of John oak Bapilt ſo 8 
Phariſees and Sadducr 
not in St. Mark's 6 


arees v, 
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Geh, 
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Parallel and Coincident Passages in the 
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Luke li. 1—18. 


4. Harn Sowrrug kV TY ££n- 
kroſuacτ T odo XUBIE, , 
eee eier Tas robes 


; 4 


5, 6. A continuation of 
quotation from Iſaiah 


= I To this verſe there is 
ru bing which correſponds 
v0 dt. Luke's text. 


je ae 7. Ternuata I- Tis 
i daher dl Quyewv aro Tns 
(duct «ons ons; 
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FIRST DIVISION. 


urs IN THE XLII. SECTIONS COMMON 
TO ALL THREE. 


SECT -L: 
John the Baptiſt. 


REMARKS. 


In this quotation from Iſai. | 


xl. 3. all three differ from the 
LXX. and likewiſe from the He- 
brew, and all three agree in the 


ſame deviation. Inftead of Ta; 


TeiGus avrs, the LXX. has Te; 
re. ru Ot npwr, and the He- 
brew y N DD οοο. How- 
ever it may be ſaid that in the 
original Hebrew document, which 
formed the baſis of the three firſt 


Goſpels, ee was uſed, and 


that hence aroſe their agreement 
with each other, iu their devia- 
tion from the LXX. St. Luke 
has continued the quotation from 
Iſaiah xl. and quoted not only 
ver. 3. but alſo ver. 4, 5. agree- 
ing throughout preciſely with 
the LXX. according to the Alex- 
andrine MS. with the exception 
of the words juſt noted, in which 


| agrees with St. Matthew and St. Mark. Nor has the text of the 
can MS. any other difference, beſide wiòla, inſtead of 63s; 


wo fe, | 
Gneſbach's text is Kai cCantiforro i Tw Togo ann, 
Grieſbach's text is x gro- «Z 17. | 
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Matth. ili. 1— 12. 


reg Exope Tor AbBeacu: 
AgYw Voae ,, ors bra. 
o Oro ev T Ard T 
gyeieas Toxvx TW Abonap. 

10. Hon de xas n afwn 
Wes TW eiGav Tw devdew 
XEIT&%s* Wav Buy devdpoy n 
Wol- xo KAAGY EXKOTTET HY 


xai kig wwe G , 


11. Ey pe Jamtiow vas 
&v ö dri eig pETRvAINY 6 Of 
oi h EQXojaevos 1x vg0- 
reges [48 ci, & vn tifti in- 
vos Ta vrodnuatres Gaara , 
bre vas Bantriou i wb 
Car & Vie X&%s Wel. 

12. Ou ro wruo e& Ty 
X£101 br, X&1 dioxabupit 
1 GAWH QUTE" i OUVAEE 
Tov Gro Nr eig Thy m- 
Omenv, T6 ds N K 
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two, it may be inferred that the ſame thing is related, but in 
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Cure of a leper. 
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REMARKS, 
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d In this verſe St. Mark's text 
contains partly that of St. Luke, 
partly that of St. Matthew. 
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with additions, 
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author. Is it probable then that 
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contained three independgnt 
tranſlations ? 
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St. Matthew, partly with that of 
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Parable of the ſower *. 


REMARKS, 


This ſection, according to Eichhorn's ſtatement, includes Matth. 
1-34. Mark iv. 134. Luke vii. 4— 18. But J have ſhort- 
theſe portions, becauſe the parable of the ſower, including 
the explanation of it, extends no further, than Matth. xiii. 23. 
iv. 20. Luke viii. 15. Tae remaining part of theſe portions 
5 to different ſubjects, which are moreover not common to all 
Evangeliſts, for Mark iv. 21—25. Luke viii. 1618. is pe- 
to St. Mark and St, Luke. Mark iv. 26—32. Matth. xiii. 
32. contains parables, which are not in St. Luke. 


Te 2-219. G. and uo doubt can be made that this addition was 
meinally contained in St. Mark's text. 


dt. Mark uſes, throughout, the ſingular number 5, @vro, &c. in- 
of 2, 2 , Kc. as St. Luke has done, who has likewiſe the 
lar number. But in other reſpects the words of St. Luke are 
de molt part different from thoſe of St. Matthew and St. Mark. 


o this verſe there is nothing which correſponds in St. Luke's 


11 Ka 2% gh is an addition made by St. Mark to St. Mat- 


$ text. 


Another addition made by St. Mark. 


| third addition made by St. Mark. Apres however is rejected 
rieſbach. 8 


The cloſe agreement between St. Matthew and St. Mark 
bout this whole relation, not only in the choice of the words, 
kkewiſe in their poſition: (with the exception of the numbers 
bo, zo, ver 8. which St. Mark has in an aſcending, St. Mat- 
n a deſcending ſeries) is the more remarkable, becauſe the 
| uſed by St. Luke, if we except a part of the firſt verſe, and 
ada ah axurrw At the cloſe of the relation, are very dif- 


St. Matthew's Greek text therefore and that of St. Luke 


e two independent tranſlations of the ſame Hebrew or Chaldee 
but this cannot be the caſe with that of St. Mark. 


Doo 4.4 . — p * P 


—— — REDS 2 
2 — — an 
5 — 2 — — — —— 
o & _ 


— — —— 


— — 


— 
FTIR n 
a 9 — 
3 — 
he 222 : a — . 


oy 


62 ORIGIN OF THE 


In the remaining part of this ſection, which cor, 


the explanation of the parable, St. Matthes and 
Mark have the fame words in only one or ty 


tached places: and what 


. 


0 U 
is remarkable, though N 


Mark had uſed é, avro, &c. where St. Matthey bu 
c, aura, &c. he now uſes the plural, and St. Mae 


the ſingular number, as 


Matth. xiii. 


22. Kas 3 r,, T8 
* 1e u n, 
x N GTMUTY TY WASTE 


CUTVIYEL TOV AOY OV X%L 0X%p- 
0 YWETHE. 


Mark iv. 


19. Koi ai lee n 


c ivo rr 


Nαν πν]uñen Ty aun |] 
addition in St. Mark.“ 
CUpATVIVETL TY AoY9) wi 
GXAETOS YIVETHI. | 


: I. 
Five thouſand fed with five loaves and two fiſhes 


Matth. xiv. 13—21. 


19. Kai AuCuwy Tv wevre 
agrug, Xo uu duo hug, 
ae ee Tov upove eu- 
AOYNOE' KO , N. 7. A. 

[ 


20, Kai eOayor wavres, 
as £xoprachnoay' 
X%& yea To WEeirTEVOY TH 
XA@&TjacrTw Orders xD 


WAngeis. 


Mark vi. 20-44 


| 
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41. Kos AE m6 mi 
* KOXE TH 0⁰⁰ A 
S £85 TOY den, . 
Aοο ] Kal KA , "| 
a erug, x £0508 701g aan 
GUTSY lv hon a1 
K Tu; d a kütei 
WOA. | 
42, 43. Ka ! 
ban. apa ex ora, | 
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nas car guderz uud 
TAngeis po | | 
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REMARK, 


þ IR T8T%. G. 


Luke ix. 10— 17. 


16. A de rug Wers 
eres, xas rug do N hug, 
nab hehag eig Tov oν⁰e, 
3 VAoYNOEVY uur KALE NMH 
ase, xa £90 701g pol nras 
Tacarihevay TW 0X Al. ' 


ach Tœvreg. 


17. Ka. O XX π⏑i]ο 


{ 


SECT. AX: 
Five thouſand fed with five loaves and two fiſhes. 


2 


REMARKES, 


a KaTaxauwy, uſed here both 
by St. Mark and St. Luke, oc- 
curs no where elſe in the whole 
N. T. though the ſimple verb 


xxaw frequently occurs in the 


N. T. and is particularly uſed 
with agree. St. Matthew has 


xc in this very inſtan ce. 


d In this ſection St. Mark's 
text agrees partly with that of 
St. Matthew, partly with that of 
St. Luke. 
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SECT. XX. 


The Diſciples of Jeſus acknowledge that he is the 
Meſſiah. 


Matth. xvi. 13—28. 


13. Tua we NED o 
aher ea, Tov vi Ty 
arb gam; 

14. Os & errov* os jury, 
Iwauuny Tov Bari u * N 
oe Hav, èrsgol os Tegepuron, 
7 ev TW WpoPnrwy, 

I 5, 16, Ace aurors * 
Ujatic de rw ue AEVETE k; 
aronęibelg 0 LH Iterges 
eie, CU £4 0 Xeigog, o viog TY 
Oer Te Cuvrog. b 

21. Asi aurov αν Nhe gig 
8 IezporoAvpa' xa Worna waberv 

h amo r 
ToeoCuTrpwy, xa HEXEREwY, 
x YVeaufafrcTtW, Hob OmMO- 
xTav0nai, xa T1 rerry nee. 
teh. 

22. Ka weooAuboptros 
aurov 0 Ilerpos, nere e 
THAGQY GUT": a 


23. O de Scgabpeig, 


8 tue Tw Ilerpw 
— 1 5 F 
vr OfIowW , EoTtan' 
Travdxacv pu E 
ce 
er 8 Peoveis Ta Tx Ots, array 
ra Twy avlpuruv. ' 
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Mark viu. 2 —ix. 1, 


Tua pe AfYeow © 47 
Hero s; 
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28. Ot 4, CHEN 
"Teawn Tor Barrie w 
* 0; HA, AN d 

Lv TW YOU 
29. Kai aurog AVE u. 
7018 ve de Two 25 un 
Sw 5 G rongibeig ge 0 0 lng 
AE @UTW, Ov s. 0 Nein. 


31. Asi Toy vw m ur 
0ewrre Wo A wat, wi 
ard m 
eco Suregb, Xo agi 
X%b Yer ſh GTERY, N A 
raubt ** jeers 11 
one Eva - b | 

Ka xrpor\abuuan} 
bro d Iergog neh en 
re GOTH. 

33. Od: e wi 
1d wy rug uhu aur, a 
ringe 2 IIereo, Wl 
vrt 07760 un, Caran | 
ors 8 Opovers ra Te Oi i 
ra ru avVeun'. 
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Luke ix. 18-27. 


22. At Toy Viv Tu cb 
Tong Wabew, N 
iE: amo Twy 
euren, xc *g, 
VeapmaTiwl, to amo- 
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THREE FIRST GOSPELS. 


SECT. XXL 


| The Diſciples of Jeſus acknowledge that he is the 
| Meſſiah. _ 


| 


REMARKS. 


2 Tn the laſt clauſe of this 
verſe, St. Matthew and St. Luke 
exactly agree, but St, Mark 
differs. 


een. . yds 4 be. ne = — 


66 
Matth. xvi. 13 — 28. 


24. Ei Tis FeXt6 oniow fas 
Mew, c he ab ron, 
x aparw TOY 5"aVRY GUTE, 
X&s axonelerw 8 


25. Oe ce ay Jean T1 

vx TE TWo xt HKTOAECES 
ur. oO d amronern m 
uu corn EVEXE eu, 


cop not urn. 

26. Ti Yar Res 
cube og, EXV TOY X0T flv oN 
xepdnon, uv de pon cb 
Cnproby ; n 74 Joes ub gonrog 
UAVTHAAGY [440 TG une Gurs: 


Here St. Matthew has 
ſimilar matter, but in very 
different words. 
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Mark viii. 27x, . I ] 

34. O gig Yeahs oT4a u I 27 
ehen, anaemraclu m Th 
*. GEATW TOY ave 4 . 
ab &Koeeiru pro, 4Y Ty 2 

=— | 

35. 05 Vg an Joy | A 24. 
xm aus Coral, ann un. 
aur. os d a Co Tub 
yn ar“ dene 48, u 3 I 
TE EVWPYEANIS, BT0;* Cont 4 961 0 
ur. 5 

36. T. vag whonry w 2 25. 
Sownov © £av Need 11 1. eurog, 
E Y xa Cru 
ym Nur. 

37. H T1 duct alem 
OVTAANNGY [4% THG ys uh 

38. Oc a a nan" 26. 
Xun we, xa To; eu Nj uh K 
er TH YEVER Taury TH jy | 
Aids nat Gp 2 ETWAY, Kay 0h 
Ts cue rale af 
G&%UT0V, dor ea" & Ti W ay £20; 
Wa ros Gurs, ura Til if varg 


| YEAuv TwV c 1a, 


Luke ix. 18—27. 


23. Es Tis Nee eien 8 
Ahe, e, amaginoachy t- 
, x MοαDτ Toy S ο⁰ 
urs xb nuepa © x08 axons - 
EITW j40bs h : 
24. Os Ye av Hen Th 
N QyTS CWTXI, OUTOAEC ES 
orm: os J cv τν οααον THV 
V0 OUTS EVEKEV su, 8 rog 
gel Abr. 
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25. Ts yoo WAENET OL au- 
euros, X. T. A. 
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26. Os ye av em,“ 
Wl ue, * Trug £ja85 N, 


waar 
tk ee 
yi 00 T&TOV 0 beg 
nn alewrs eraioxuncera, 
q F e 
lt a kahn er Th dogn autre, x 
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d AxoAgberw, G. 

e Eę x h. G. But what- 
ever is the verb, which St. 
Mark and St. Luke uſed, they 
agree with St. Matthew in the 
Hebrew conſtruction oriow pe, 
which 1s the more remarkable, 
as at other times all three Evan- 
geliſts have much more fre- 
quently uſed the common Greek 
conſtruction axoneliw tw, with 
a dative, and without or4ow. 

d Aernoacobu. G. 

© — Kal" yureav. In the 
three firſt of theſe alterations 
we perceive the attempts of tran- 
ſcribers to augment the verbal 
harmony of the Evangeliſts by 
altering the one from the other. 
On the other hand, the inſertion 
of xa He which is un- 
doubtedly ſpurious, produces the 
contrary effect, as it is contained 
neither in St. Matthew's nor in 
St. Mark's text. 

f T au]H⁰ . G. 

8 — groc, G. | 

h Avbewro;, E. F. G. H. L. 
M. al. 18. 

i It is remarkable, that St. 
Matthew and St. Mark here 
agree in uſing Enpiohn u Jux, 
inſtead of anoAzon T1 , 
though on other occaſions they 


| have ſo frequently uſed anoa- 


Abi, but never Engi. And 
what renders it ſtill more re- 
markable is, that in the verſe 
immediately preceding, St. Mat- 
thew has uſed aroAzon Tw , 
and there St. Mark alſo has aro- 
Aeon T1 vx». This agreement 
in the variation of expreſſion 
could not be the effect of mere 
accident. St. Luke alſo has uſed 
Cnyrow, ver. 25. but he has uſed 
at the ſame time a&ToAAvpi, and 


written amroAzoa; 1 CU,. 


E 2 
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Matth. xvi. 13—28. 


28. Apenv Ar 4% ci 
Ties TW Woe £morw® ures 
8 un YEUCWTaL Favars, Es 
av 190Ts, . T. A. 


IX. 1. Ap Mu 170 
07s £40k TWES TW ddt! tony, 
obTwes 8 un Veuowru 9 
var, sc av dd th far 
Ati we 928 t ö 


Luke ix. 18—27. 


27. Ayw de vp ans, 


Y « 2 
nes run wot sg nN 


s pn Yeuoorras | Javary, 
; ay 100% Thy (PaoiAtiav Te 
ty, 
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REMARKS. 


k "Erwruy G. 
| Tevowra:, G. 


m FAnyAviuiay ey Sprue WAS 
added by St. Mark. In the for- 
mer part of this verſe his text is 
the ſame as St. Matthew's: but 
in iws av 10wos Ty Barikuaev T& 
Oer, he agrees with St. Luke, 
and differs from St. Matthew, 
who has tw; av 10wor To viov Te 
arlewny tgxoprror & T1 H 
zvry. Nor is this the only part 
of the ſection, in which St. 
Mark's text agrees partly with 
that of St. Matthew, partly with 
that of St. Luke. 


Laſtly, the expreſſion yevoro- 
dal dave, in which all three 
agree in this place, though none 
of them has uſed it on any other 
occaſion, is worthy of notice. 
However this phraſe alone af- 
fords no proof, either that they 
copied here from each other, or 
that they drew from a common 
Greek ſource. For three inde- 
pendent tranſlators of a Chaldee 
document, in which TWO 
d. guſtavit mortem, (an 
expreſſion which occurs in the 
Chaldee Paraphraſe, Pſalm xxiv. 
I.) was uſed, could not well 
render it in any other manner. 


1 
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SECT. XXII. 


Transfiguration of Chriſt on the mount. 


Matth. xvii. 1— 10. 


I, 2. Ka. ub IE ν i 
WaHexhapiay o Inres Tov 
Terpov, xa: Ionwbov, xo Io 
ev Tov ads\Þov ours, 
2% evaPeert br £85 oog 
UW nov xa7 dv. 

xa farTepoeOuln ejumgorte 
GUT WU. 

4. Aroxęibeig de o IHereos 
ELTE Tow Inos wxvgpie, xxA0v 
£5-w nu woe sb £4 Jearig 
WobnoWpev wor reeig OXNVGS, 
ol eta, xc Mon ννν, X% 
pricy Haig. 

5. Kai uh Pry ex TH 
veOeAns AEVECN wTog cgi e 
viog AN 0 c UTNNTOS, EV 0 £v- 
dox noa cu HXEETE., 
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Mark ix. 2—9. 


2. Kat pl nun; | 
WE purapoar 0c In m 
TIergov, xa Tov Taxubn, u 
Toy Iwavvyy, 
X% 18 eva Prot bre eig th] 
v WhAov Kat” 1040v Ack. 
*, He rSανε D οον ehren 
urn. 

5. Kay moe; o Ter 
NED Tw Ince pots, wi 
EW WARS de £4028 
WONTWAEY CRNVHG THE, 
Tos farce, wo Moc u 
xa; Haig ö. 

7. Kai nah Pun fan 
vePeAns duda a. kreg 60 
viog pau © d ανναð 
OUTS QNSETE. 


35. K 
Ven 
be jus 0 
7% an 
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T cansfiguration of Chriſt on the mount. 


Luke ix. 28—36. REMARKS. 


| 


1 
35. Kal Own te ex un 


Deu Nr ονον drog £5"bv 6 
5 e 

W us 0 AV ATNTOS? 

TY QXNETE, 


a — AtYBO Qs G. 
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OF THE 


I. 


Chriſt bleſſes children, who are brought to hin: w 
anſwers the queſtion, by what means falyation i; 0 


be obtained. 


Matth. xix. 13— 30. 


To this verſe there 1s 
nothing, which correſponds 
in St. Matthew's text. 


| 
| 
| 
14. AOtre ra wald q 
XT. Weeg pe, Ka pn 1 


Autre . TW Vp dunn 


egi n Boom tet, 
15. Anu, N uu, | 
tu jan de gn T1 Barnan| 
Ts Os ws Wadi, v pr ir 
ohn eig aun). 
16. An additton nd 
contained in St. Luk 
Goſpel. 
17. Aidacu a yolk, n 
Wonow 8a Cn a vr 
govopunow,; 

18. O se Inovs cure am 
TL Ar AE YE a yal vi 
eyobos, £4 un tis, 0 Os, 

I9. Tas evroAgs 00s; 
un aDIXEvou:* 
an Poveuons* 
en Ne 
un beulopnrprvencts' 
en &TOSEENTNS* 
TI4.0 TOY πτπ ]Z e 0%, KUN 
lenreęa * 


Be 
COR we MO DO 


Puno ug 
INCH 
| * 
| je 
yahos, 
20, 
1 ory 
bn over 
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n baud 


% To 


Nye 9% 


d agre. 


left bef 
b. X11, « 


t Mark 


Vangeli. 


bo ne. 


e Epiſt 


anſwers the queſtion 
be obtained. | 


Luke xvill. 15—30. 


16. AQtre r waidia =- 
yet 7605 le, ob αn x- 
wert aur TWY YaAe TOπ⁵ ͥ 
ew 1 Pacinern Ts Oe. 

75 Auw, AS vu, ue 
a» un dEr Ty acinar 
Oer we Woudzov, u pan bi- 
by £16 @UTN, 


18. Adar ayals, m1 
Funong Crum lou o XAnge- 
WNW 5 | 

| 19. Eine de QUT 6 Inos* 
| pe Ne ee aYalovs woes 
Yalloc, £4 un £15, 6 toc. 

20. Tas evronag og 

1 pPoevong? 85 

1 Poreuoyg* 

Neis 

1 veuopeprupnons' 


, Kaul We Toy Wa&%TEPY Os, NN TY 


Mea os? 


d agrees with the Hebrew, 
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rr. 


Chriſt blefſes children, who are brought to him: and 
„by what means falvation is to 


REMARKS. 


2 In the LXX. theſe com- 
mandments are worded and ar- 


ranged in the following manner : 


Exod. xx. 12—17. 


Tia Tov TaT , Kai Th, 
EAurięa OB. 

Ov {404Xtv TE 

Ov x#ArV£i;e 

Ou Pore vos. 


Ou Ye ren e. 


In the Hebrew the command- 
ment againſt theft is placed be- 
fore that againſt adultery: in 
other reſpects the arrangement is 
the ſame as in the LXX. St. 
Mark and St. Luke therefore 
differ both from the Hebrew and 
the LXX. in their mode of ar- 
ranging theſe commandments, 
and at the ſame time they agree 
with each other. It is true, that 
St. Mark- has added un @TFERN- 
ons, which St. Luke has not. 
St. Matthew's arrangement is 
ſomewhat different : tor though 
he agrees with St. Mark and dt. 
Luke in giving the command to 
honour one's parents the laft 


— 


place among theſe five com- 
mandments, he differs from them, 


in placing the commandment againſt 

ft before that again adultery. In the Epiſtle to the Romans, 
u. 9, the ſame arrangement 15 

| Mark and St. Luke: but then it is remarkable that theſe two 

angeliſts agree in uſing n and the ſubjunctive, wn worxevonc, pn 

bw, & c. whereas in the LXX. in St. Matthew's Goſpel, and in 
piltle to the Romans, & with the indicative is uſed, 


oblerved as in the Goſpels of 
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Matth. xix. 13— 30. 


22. Auzonc de & veavioxoc 
Tov AoYov, e A 
mW Yαι EXWP KTNATH WOAANK. 


OF THE 


Mark x. 13=31 


J. 
O qe emoxpilu, any T 
Rey „. 
TAUTY πν τ].õ0 cppuda aun a = 
veornros fun. 8 
21. O qe I ners de 43 
b qu r nor ar, va end ore, 
Tur, L C01 o cteti uma, puTw, 
e N %ëjẽũ WMNανο , Kai k 11 5 
Tols TKO, Xu thei 8 N Dru! 
ne EV. BEV" Ku, dig y 222 
e {40b, apes T0 "I " 
gov ®., | 
22. O de ung, m 
TW AoYw omnnle xm 
mW Ya%e £X0V XTHIMNTE 70M, | 
23. Ka reibe bah 24. 
0 Ineus, XE Tos teh: 
Gurs | 
Was Iurxonug© ol 7% RE 2 
Eyoures £16 TW GAοοννẽ,U 40H 
Oes eroeAeuoovtrat ; IO 
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Luke xvili. 15 - 30. 
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REMARKS. 


t ; f 0 
1. Js ers d Aozg Toy Fave, which is 


here added in St. Mark's text, 


2 is not found in the three perhaps 
„r Wr S OA E α £4 : Ny 
ours ben molt ancient MSS, now exiſting, 
eornT0g u 


- } Yi. BG. bh 
22. Autos Of TRUTH 0 


ang, se 8 ae U 
e 7 0 ; t. M. . 

pur, eri £9 004 AEITEL" War Luke * = 5 7 : = 8 
5 ver. 23.) occurs no where elſe, 
rue, XA 88619 Fnoaveev either in the N. T. or in the 
y #22" Na Seve ant LXX. or in the Greek Apocrypha. 
S Nor is the adjective 9voxAo; ever 
| uſed in the N. T. except in the 
verſe, which immediately fol- 
lows in St. Mark's Goſpel, 
where he has I WS OvTRKOAOv, an 
expreſſion, which was undoubt- 
edly occaſioned by the uſe of 


wos JuoxoMw; in the preſent in- 


0% EYES W AH, XL dog 


24. Iq de aurov 0 Incus 


foro YEvopaevauv, eie ſtance. Is it probable then that 
| two (in fact three, for the ſame 
he nas at Yen ere word is here uſed alſo in St. 


Matthew's Goſpel), independent 
tranſlators ſhould agree in the 
ſame place, in rendering the ſame 
| Hebrew or Chaldee word by the 
fery ſame Greek word, when neither they themſelves, nor any 
ther of the writers of the N. T. have ever uſed that Greek word 
dn any other occaſion? Nor does either Jvc Or JvoxoAws Occur 
ny where in the verſions of Aquila, Symmachus or Theodotion. 
tis true that the adjective JvoxoAog is once, but once only, uſed 
n the LXX. viz. Jer. xlix. 8. (xxix. 2. according to the Greek 
rangement) ; but it is there uſed in a very different ſenſe, the 
(ut. pl. doe being the tranſlation of PN} calamitas, whereas 
ur Evangeliſts have uſed it as equivalent to xaxmu;. Further, 
Lough the claſſic writers ſometimes uſe ven, (though it pro- 
erly ſignifies difficilis in ſumendo cibo, from Jus and xe, cibus) 
> YnOnyMous to xa eros, as in the proverb JvuoxoAu Ta xanrx, yet 
be adverb difficulter is uſually expreſſed, not by %%xAvs, (which 


n the claſſic authors fignifies © moroſe ?) but either by xaaeTw; or 
vo Ytowg, | 


Woreg EITEAEUTOUT&%8 Ü e Y. 
Dtn Tv Oer. 
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| Li 
Matth. xix. 13—30. ; Mark x. 13=y1, | 
| Bt 
| 2 5. EvuxoTwreeo: in u. . FTA 
[ An di 76 Te 7h; 1 17 
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REMARKS, 


4 Grieſbach prefers ec, 
but has not taken it into his text, 


© Grieſbach prefers HN, 
but has not taken it into his text. 
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i T zrexev. G. 


k Here is an inſertion in St. 
Mark's text not contained either 
in St. Matthew's or in St. 
Luke's. 


1 — 0bo G. 


m If we except thoſe paſſages 
of this ſection, which St. Mark 
himſelf has added, he agrees 
almoſt throughout, partly with 
St. Matthew, and partly with St. 
Luke, but chiefly with the latter. 
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Chriſt foretels his death. 
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rr. 
Expulſion of the buyers and ſellers from the tent 


Matth. xxi. 12, 13. 
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Expulſion of the buyers and ſellers from the temple. 


REMARES, 


a —lyozc, C. 


» In the former part of this 
verſe St, Mark's text is that of 
St. Luke: in the latter part it is 
that of St. Matthew. 


© In this quotation from Iſai. 
vi 7. 0K Matthew and St. 
Mark have the words of the 


LXX. with this difference only, 
that in St. Matthew's text To; 
0veo; is omitted. In St. Luke's 
text xAnJnoer@& 15 exchanged for 
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III. 


Chriſt called to account by the chief prieſts and elde: 


for teaching publickly in the temple. He anſwer 
them, and then delivers a parable. 


Matth. xx1. 23—27. 
33—46. 
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SECT. LAXXK 


trift called to account by the chief prieſts and elders, 
for teaching publickly in the temple. He anſwers 
them, and then delivers a parable. 


Luke xx. 1— 19. | REMARKS. 
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Matth. xxi. 23—27. 
3346. 
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Luke xx. 1-19. 
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REMARKS, 


o This quotation from Pſalm 
cxviii. 22, literally agrees with 
the LXX. and therefore the 
agreement of the Evangeliſts 
with each other in this verſe 
proves nothing in regard to our 
preſent inquiry. 


Here St. Matthew and St. 
Luke agree in the uſe of the two 
verbs ovwJAzw and AbXHAQW) which 
they -have never uſed on any 
other occaſion, and which occur 
in no other paſſage throughout 
the whole New Teſtament, 
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SECT Xxx. 


Chriſt's diſcourſe with the Phariſees, relative to th 
Meſſiah's being called Lord by David. 


Matth. xxli. 41 —46. 
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II. 
The Phariſees cenſured by Chriſt. 


Matth. xxili. 1. &c. 
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| Mark xii, 38—40. | 


In St. Matthew's Goſ- 
pel the matter 1s very 
much dilated in this ſec- 
tion, and therefore he 
agrees with St. Mark and 
St. Luke in only a part of 
ver. 6. and a part of ver. 
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Chriſt's diſcourſe with the Phariſees, relative to the 
Meſſiah's being called Lord by David. 


Luke xx. 41 — 44. REMARKS, 


42, 43. Eimev 0 Kees TW a Akte G. 


ty | ab 
a, * "Y vba 0 ge gion * d This quotation from Pſalm 142 
1 tar av J rug eK berg o o- cx. 1. likewiſe agrees literally Sf: 
T6040) TW Tow! O. with the LXX. | pls 
The Phariſees cenſured by Chriſt. * 
1 Luke xx. 45—47. | REMARKS. ih 
| 1 
q 40. IIęoce er % TW [| f 
10 6 eaν,te od, TW JEAOVTWY | f r 
| TEOMATEW EV GOA, Xu iy i 
ph Odaurwy aCTHKT pes THIG 1 
1 a ogg, x Tewroxalideias | 1 | 
FIN 1 TZIS TUWVAYWYHG, 0k We- . 
| TIKAIOILG Ev Torg JermvOLsG. | [sf 
| 1 
11 47. Oi r h ræ l | 
on "ze TW Xnew, tat Vo- | ; 
| ls j 
we | abet fpoREH WEOTEVN,OVT Uk" iis 
wy 70 Mnborras WEpLOTOTEBOV | | - 
| Weg, ; 4 
| * 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


88 ORIGIN OF THE 


S LC V. 
Chriſt foretels the deſtruction of Jeruſalem, 


Matth. xxiv. 1—36. 
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Chriſt foretels the deſtruction of Jeruſalem. 


Luke xX1. 5— 36. | REMARKS. 
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lothing, which correſponds 
In St. Luke's text. 


THREE FIRST GOSPELS. QI 


REMARKS, 


0 To AQ TIOv 15 preferred by 


Grieſbach. 


© Neither St. Matthew nor 
St. Mark have uſed xo in 
any Other inſtance than the pre- 
ſent: nor does it occur in any 
other place throughout the whole 
New Teſtament, It is uſed once, 
and once only, in the LXX. viz. 
2 Sam. iv. 12, where it is the 


tranſlation of VSP- Now VP 


occurs in ſixteen places in the 
Old Teſtament, and in theſe 
fixteen places is rendered in the 
LXX. by nine different Greek 
words, and only in the inſtance 
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it probable then, if the texts of 
St. Matthew and St. Mark con- 
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+ To the former part of ver. 
30. there is likewiſe nothing, 
which correſponds in St. Mark's 
text. 
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| To this verſe there is 
nothing, which correſponds 
in St. Luke's text. 
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SECT. XXXVII. XXXVIIL XXVII. $ 
Judas bribed. Chriſt eats the paſſover with his di; udas 
ples. He goes to the mount of Olives ; wher: K oles 
is ſeized by a guard from the chief prieſts, is le 
Matth. xxvi. 14—29. Mark xiv. 1 025, Lt 
30-46. 26=41, 
” 4758. 4354 | 
14. IIs egi ro Kar, II. 
ans ro WATY u ra Til "A 1 To © 
InTwv ps O,; | a js 
15. Kai autos vw den 12, 
u e, eg cue 0b 
ETGL{A0V* EXES Fro ,a, exe 
16. Ka SCN 4 pr 1%. 
Jura aug, x04 ub ty mn 
ToAw, N £p0y abu; 1 
QUT 015* KO VTOYANTR) Th | vT04g* 
TRACY | WY a, 


20, 21. Ola de Vt uo 
ung QvexerTo METH Twy ονοοſννντ. 
K* SO Dr ourw, emev* 

e e e 
ap AEVYW , OTs sis EE 
e 
Uputoy WHEKIWTES fre 


vn ECXETHL jhETY TW) 0b 


| 
17,1 8. Kai og eu. 


| 
{ 


XKXb GVEXELAEVWY GUTW), 
t , 
Xa eobrovrwy, ü 0 Ins 
£ e Tt of 
Gan AEVYW vlv, OT 6% 
4 e008 
V jew Waparfuoett wr, 0 £0 
5 
PET EY. 


THREE FIRST GOSPELS, 


SECT. XXVII. XXXVHE. XXXES. 


udas bribed. Chriſt eats the paſſover with his diſci- 
ples. He goes to the mount of Olives; where he 
is ſeized by a guard from the chief prieſts. 


Luke xxii. 3z—23. 
39—46. 
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© Avaya, G. 


b Avayaiv, G. Whatever 
orthography be adopted for this 
word, whether we write arvwyto, 
as in the common text, or «vw- 
v,, as in the Codex Vaticanus, 
or avayaw, as in moſt other 
ancient manuſcripts, neither St. 
Mark nor St. Luke have ever 
uſed it on any other occaſion. . 
Nor does it occur in any other 
inſtance, either in the N. T. or 
in the LXX. it denotes © con. 
clave ſuperius,” and is equivalent 


to the Hebrew word oy: but 
this Hebrew word, which fre- 
quently occurs in the Old Teſ- 
tament, is invariably rendered in 
the LXX. by bre, and St. 
Luke himſelf has likewiſe uſed 
vreewey ſeveral times in the Acts 
of the Apoſtles, Is it probable 
then, that, if the texts of St. 
Mark and St. Luke contained 
two independent tranſlations, the 
ſame Hebrew word (whether 


by or not) ſhould have been 


rendered by both tranſlators, in 
the very ſame place, by arwwyoy ? 
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To theſe two verſes 
chere is nothing which 
correſponds in St. Luke's 
text. 


To this verſe there 1s 
nothing, which correſponds 
in St. Luke's text. 
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4 This is a quotation from 
Jech. xiii. 7. where the words 
of the Hebrew text are, Tj} 


SST Dey MVC,» 
© percute paſtorem et dillipa- 


bitur grex?*: to which the text 
of the LXX. according to the 
Codex Alexandrinus, wzTaZy 
T Oy DOVE &&. Erceorognmioc ys 
Co Ei T% TeoCaTra 7 TH UIN, 
correſponds: but the Codex 
has aratars Te; 
TT Obphevctiy Kh EKTWHEOATE Th 
eO St. Matthew and St. 
Mark agree in having r, 
which is different both from the 
Hebrew, and the LXX. even 
according to the Codex Alexan- 
drinus. 
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© Here St. Matthew and St. 
Mark agree in the ule of the 
compound verb ovanzpCam, 
though it never occurs in any 
other part of their Goſpels, and 


in other places they have both 


of them uſed the ſimple verb 


AzpCarw in the ſenſe of © to 


ſeize,” or © to apprehend,” which 
ovanauCam expreſſes here. For 
inſtance, in the parable of the 
diſobedient huſbandmen, St. Mat- 
thew has twice uſed AzpCaru in 
this ſenſe, ch. xxi. 35. 39 · and 
in this parable St. Mark has 
likewiſe azpCaw in this ſenſe in 
the two correſponding places, 
ch. xii. 3. 8. Where the one 
therefore expreſſes the notion of 
© to ſeize * by MzpCaw, the 
other does the ſame, and where 
the one expreſſes this notion by 
ovnAauCaw, the other does 
likewiſe the ſame. 
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The Crucifixion. 
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Luke xxili. 18 56. REMARKS. 


To theſe two verſes 
there is nothing, which 
correſponds 1n St, Luke's 
text. 
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"SECT. X41. 
The Reſurrection. 
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The Reſurrection. 


Luke xxiv. | REMARKS. 


To this paſſage there * 
nothing, which correſponds 
in St. Luke's text. 
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EXAMPLES OF VERBAL AGREEMENT IN pur 
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SECTIONS COMMON ONLY TO ST. MATTury my 
AND ST. MARK“. | ANT 
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I. 
Call of Peter, Andrew, James, and John, to the Call 
Apoſtleſhip. 
Matth. iv. 12. 19—23. | Mark 1. 1420. 
| b 
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SECOND DIVISION. 


XAurLES OF VERBAL AGREEMENT IN THE 
SECTION S COMMON ONLY TO ST. MATT AE 
| AND ST. MARK“. | 


.. 


Call of Peter, Andrew, James, and John, to the 
1 Apoſtleſhip. 


REMARKS. 


[* Theſe ſections are ſtated by Eichhorn, Allgem. Bibl. Vol. V. 
| 922—924. He has not affixed numbers to them, as he has done 
the ſections common to all three Evangeliſts : but I ſhall number 
em in the following ſtatement, that they may be better diſtinguiſhed 
e one from the other. | 


d my 9 In7u;, G. 
c ap0iannorra;. G. 


Here St. Matthew and St. Mark agree in the uſe of DE, 
word, which they have never uſed on any other occaſion. At other 
nes they have expreſſed net * by JT. 
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IV. 


Jeſus croſſes the fea, and comes to the land of Ge. 


aXEETE, xai bees. 


neſatret: where he reproves the Scribes and Phariſes FR 
on account of their traditions; cures the daughter q on 
a Canaanite woman; feeds four thouſand men vin 20 
ſeven loaves and a few fiſhes ; and cenſures the Phy. fey 
riſees and Sadducees, who required a fign fron rk 
heaven. hea 
Matth. xiv. 22—xvi. 12. | Mark vi. 45.—vii. zi, 
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ſeſus croſſes the ſea, and comes to the land of Gen- 
" nefaret : where he reproves the Scribes and Phariſees 
on account of their traditions; cures the daughter of 
4 Canaanite woman; feeds four thouſand men with 
ſeyen loaves and a few fiſhes; and cenſures the Pha- 
rikes and Sadducees, who required a ſign from 
heaven. 
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© This is Grieſbach's text. In the common text et e. has 
Kel interpolated betore 5 Ac g Grog, and TW F οπννν AUTWIY XA after it. 


© This is a quotation from Iſaiah xxix. 13. which according to 
e text of the LXX. is EyyiCes el 6 Aeg BT05 8 TW SOpeaTh aur, 
% BY role NEIAECIY RUTWY THAWOE He * 0s x auTW Woeew ATEN 66 


— 
y r- 


e k 
870; 61 
e) 


* T ww" aT e SCO e, $rOaugxoTE; wrarkpary au οντιο ⏑οe, x 
art) dera dias. But St. Matthew and St. Mark have ſome variations 
"0" this text, and at the ſame time where they differ from the LXX. 
: agree with each other. Namely, they both omit 27% fo 
rA. 1 id 
# „ TY gohR¹,rThD avrww xa, for though theſe words are in the 
a5, | 


ammon text of St. Matthew's Goſpel, they are certainly interpola- 
ons from the LXX. as may be ſeen on conſulting the authorities 
noted by Grieſbach. Further, they agree in omitting « be;ore, 
M aura after, yeAzo%, and in ſubſtituting ps Txpa for Tifwos pr. 
ly, they agree in reading MacxanMa; THAT abgurur inſtead 
ra arlewnur Ka 01040XANGS. 
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112 
Matth. xiv. 


26. Our £51 xxA0v 
Auhε¹ðũ Tov aprov h TEXYY, 
XX Gaben olg XKUYHPLOIG. 

32. O ds Fnogs WE0TKY- 
AETH prevos rug palntas 
OTE, cle _ onday- 
X1iCopa £76 TOV ON,Avv ori ndn 
iat resis WEOTMEYETS [h0k, 
XX 8% EX80s TE MaYwos. 
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Mark vi. 45 — vi. zi 


vin. 1—26. 


27. Ou ye NA £51 
Een Tov O& ETOV TW Thu 
1X1 Gin role UVa pin, 


vill. $4 ITeooxunemy. 
evo © Inqus Tr wha; 
auTs, NE. Mb ma,. urg 


cet. ei TOV 0 ors wh 
nutpa resis Ween pn, 
XX 8X £808 Ts Oyun, 
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Chriſt anſwers the Phariſees concerning divorces. 


Matth. xix. 112. 
6, 6. "Evexev Tyr x- 
aenþes av pores Tov WATER 
X&8 T1 fjanTEEH, X08 
WH Dr! T1 


v uασν u br. M ECOVTHL Os 


quo tis Tapes He dee 
weg ri £40 duo, οτ , H. 
O w 6 Oeos cvvsgeugev, ab- 


Serums n Xwergera. 


Aenþes ale; Toy Tani 


 WporKoAAnfnoeras met MW 


O wv 6 Otoc ouvegeupe, 8 


Chriſt 


Mark 4 112. 

7, 8, 9. "Evenev T7 err 
GUTSY wo THY Uunripa, Xl 
PUKE HAUTE XL £0017 


duo gig T&6X% bia ft 
ert eg. quo, GANG cat un. 


M, il. . 
* Harte 


Jewrog wn XR eru. 
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Ciriſt anſivers the Phariſees concerning divorces, 


/ 


n. ii. 24. Eytzey 7878 xaTaAm/n ablgury Tor matien avry 
u ITY, X&%s TWg0aXOAAntnozTaA:L ago T1 Yν¹ν,, GUTE" K 
= o Quo us oN. par, Which is preciſely St. Mark's text: 
Picrefore this example is of no value in the preſent inquiry, 
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SECT. VL 


Chriſt anſwers to the requeſt, that James and John, ty 
ſons of Zebedee, may obtain the firſt place in th 


kingdom of heaven. 


Matth. xx. 20- 28. 


22, 23. Ov oidare Ti 
arise. Avvacle wit To 
WoTneLov 0 EY pew W I, 
a8 T0 Pamtioma, 0 £Yw Gom- 
rig Banriohnas*;, As- 
Yeouw aurw, db. Kai 
AEVEL 
WoTneiov ,, . py wicode, 
a4 'ro PormTioma, & b H- 
roh, Banriohnoeole To 
de x, ex ef par, N 


e £UWVLpatoy fs e E£5"Wv £1400 


eva, & os 1TGS" RL vo 
TS WOT ux. | 
24. Kai f0x8TAvTES 0; dexm 
NY RVEXTICAY WEeL TW 
do xdr\@uy. 
25. O de Inoxs, weornans- 
gat e αάνννπνν, ELTEV® 
vide, ors 06 aN 45 
70 e hc %u &y- 
TV, X&% 0k MEVOAO 
KaTEESTIOG ET W HUTWN, 
26. Our wrws d © £50 tv 
v/44v* BAN” of Ev JeAy EV vp 
piyogs YeveoMa, tw vawy 
diNovo. 
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Mark x. 35-43. 


38 — 40. Oo on: 
reiche. Avvache wm n 
WoTNpL0v 0 EVW Til 
* To Barrio, 0 fy far 
TIG01%, Barrio; 0 
e £1Tov auTW* duvoptls, ( 
95 Incug eier curoig 1. ut 
WoTNgi09 0 EVW Tub, Tiff 
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preſet 
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Bez 
ention 
bighl 
$ text 
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bew's 


TiGopar, Panmiohurulr 
ds. x&01ras ex def uy 
eg Euwuparoy (ws u eg 
vert, MAN 085 Vrin. 
4. 
41. Kai axuraurs d 
net Wy anaurew mii | 
xwbs xa; Twas. 
42. O de Inous wem 


Twv Ew MxoaTaxueitver f 

e i" 
T , K 0b pEY 24.61 a 
uaTEEuTI0GQuo 1 aur. 


43. Ove vro ds 554 &, C. 
dun GAN of e N 
Jo pEY HG EV vun, £u % P pre 
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iſt anſwers to the requeſt, that James and John, the 
ſons: of Zebedee, may obtain the firſt place in the 
kingdom of hbesvemss e e the atten hn dee a ens 


Jars n 
ien . 
u, 
Yu Cars 
11 0 
tba. ( 
1 
„ Ti 
I Gr 
eat 
y ub, 
ten 
1.050, 


id 
res 01.98 
y Ti | 


ö eau 
7 ay 
gvTE5 00 
even ; 
y 0.4.68 bY 
7. 
de £59 
Y Jkt 7 


TR £0 


tention other good authorities quoted by Grieſbach. 


REMARKS, . 


-_ 


Theſe words &a To H 5 tyu B re ,. Barrio 
preſently after xa. To HE, 5 νο Her ,, Gar- 


| are wanting, in St. Matthew's text, in the Codex Vaticanus, 
8 


Bezz, Codex Stephani , and the quotation of Origen, not 
It is there - 
highly probable, if not certain, that theſe words in St. Mat- 
5 text are an interpolation from that of St. Mark, made by 
nbzrs, who fancied, that becauſe St. Matthew's text was 
r, it was defective. However, if we deduct theſe words, St. 
dens text is till that of St. Mark, though leſs full. 


x, 5 A : 
* " * 
uy, G. e 


de. G. 


a 5 preſerred by Grieſbach. 
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Matth. XX. 20-28. 


27. Kas os kan Jean © 
dum £8095 WEWTEg, cc bau 
dx Ag. | 

28. Morte © vicg Ts 
evtewrs wx nahe draxomtnva, 
a τ I1axonogxi, Kat du. 
T1 uxm Gurs Ar ⁰ avts 
Wo NA. 


OF TEE 


44. Ka os a Jo | 
vpatoy YeveoVa: moury, len 
'W&vTwy Oe8Aog. | 

45. Kai yep wn 
ub ewrre wi made Jiaxon ma, 
NN O1Gx0v10H, tat toy 
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Here likewiſe Grieſbach prefers 181. 
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THIRD DIVISION. 


an 


EXAMPLE OF VERBAL AGREEMENT 1x 1 
SECTIONS COMMON ONLY TO ST. MAR HH 
ST. LUKE. Fas 

. I. 3 
x | 5 | Ch 
Chriſt cures a demoniac in the ſynagogue at : 
Capernaum. 
Mark i. 21—28. Luke iv. 31-3, 
| b Fich 


24. Ea, Ti TIS N Cot | 34. Ea, Ti nun #21 th 
Inu Nagzemt ; nde a. Ince Nagzemt ; nate am 
AEC UN ng od Tet Tis ER, | AFT a3 Aung; oi 08 Hh 


25. Kai emeripunorv auvrw 35. Kai emtriuncn an 


eZeaVe eg aur, | ee Nhe £ cru. 


This is the only inſtance of verbal agreement, 4 
J have obſerved in the ſections common ony 9? 
Mark and St. Luke: and in the reſt even of ti 
tion St. Mark and St. Luke have expreſſed thenk 
very differently. A complete analyſis of this fl 
given in Eichhorn's Allgem. Bibl. Vol. V. p. 


THIRD DIVISION. 


ori OF VERBAL AGREEMENT IN THE 
W 5:cr10ns COMMON ONLY TO ST. MARK AND 
ST, LUKE As 


SECT. I. 


| Chriſt cures a demoniac in the ſynagogue? at 


1 Capernaum. 


REMARKS, 


Eichhorn Allgem. Bibl. Vol. V. p. 950. 


H 4 
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AND ST. LUKE*. 
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Sermon on the mount. 


Matth. v. vi. vli. 


v. Ayartaurte rug 
a x beug o fer . ru 


KAT HPWpheEves Vacs * R% 
Wolke rug POETS * v ag 
t T oN o rege Ty 
exngga forrun* org. 


V1, 21. Oru Yap ew 0 
Dnoavpos d hau, £XE8 Sg Nc 
1 e e Hun. 

22, 23. 9 Mö Ts C 
li ros £5 0 opphah tees £00 
wv © Oba pos o GAYS 1, 
Non TO ν 0 Pwrewoy 
gal: sar de © oÞ0anuos oe 
Wouneos u, Av To TWjHY OY 
CX0TEWOY . 
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EXAMPLES OF VERBAL AGREEMENT IN 15 
SECTIONS. COMMON ONLY TO ST. Marr 
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SE 
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Luke vi. 20—49. & 
vi. 275 28, Ayanun Eich 
e beus oͤb ov Ka Aw; Th! . t] 
: | mptatio 
roi fabTEC Iv vos" tu 5 8. Lu 
TEC pi, 240k VAI ) cauſe 11 
pot be orte run & 1 rerba 
a Courwy © Vacs. = 
ted by 
X11. 34. Orr af babe, 
c αο ke WV E 
N : 8 mM » d In 8 
1 * Vpaco egal. "Is 
xi. 34, O auxu 4 erſes, ch 
laæ ros tc 0 „OU * 
uv Ee o dz Wag: - 
0 Ke [405 7s (un reſent ſec 
X&%8 ALY TO TWpH athew. 
e ci! emay ds woriges h 
Tozg {41 
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nen le genuin 
| it. Luke 
mill diffi 
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© Neithe 
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d uſed only 
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FOURTH DIVISION. 


YAMPLES OF VERBAL AGREEMENT IN THE 
SECTIONS COMMON ONLY TO ST. MATTHEW 
AND ST. .LUKE*. 


ECT. .& 
Sermon on the mount®. 


REMARKS. 


Eichhorn Allgem. Bibl. Vol. V. p. 964. Eichhorn reckons 
ong theſe ſections the additional circumſtances relative to Chriſt's 
mptation, which are recorded by St, Matthew, ch. iv. 1. &c. and 
St, Luke, ch. iv. 1. &c. But I have omitted this ſection here, 
kceauſe it properly belongs to SeRt. III. in the Firſt Diviſion, where 
he verbal agreement has been already ſtated. On the other hand, 
et, IV. VII. VIII. IX. X. XI. in the following lift are not 
pted by Eichhorn, where he mentions the portions peculiar to St. 


llathew and St. Luke. 
In St, Matthew's Goſpel the ſermon on the mount takes up 


erſes, ch. vi. 20—49. But ſince many of the precepts, which St. 
athew has delivered in connexion, are found in ſcattered parts of 
te long portion, Luke ix. 51—xviil. 14. I have brought into the 
= ſection thoſe, which have a verbal coincidence with St. 
atthew, by 


* To iogorw, G, Tf we adopt this reading, which is undoubtedly 
ie genuine one, the words uſed in this paſſage by St. Matthew and 
. Lake are preciſely the ſame. In the arrangement there is a 
mill difference: for the ſecond and third precepts are placed in a 


liferent order. 


* Neither St. Matthew nor St. Luke have uſed eerneta g ON any 
Jer occaſion. It is a word, which never occurs in the LXX. and 
led only in one other inſtance in the whole New Teſtament. 
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nee whole chapters, v. vi. vii.: in St. Luke's Goſpel only thirty 
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Matth. v. vi. vii. 


24. Ovo eig 
duvarui duct XUgro1s Kaneva 
1 Yap TOY £V% Hit, A TOY 


Eregov GVYannotl, 1 £05 avs 


Defra, xi Tu ETERS - 
Oęornoe: u dv,” Oe ds- 
At ut iv XAHE pAprphWNG, 

25.1 Aix uro 
At᷑ v un faepbuvarTe TH 
xn d hen Ts QaYnre, M. 
T6, Wirte, unde TW TWMAATL 
vjawv Ts evduonole. OU 1 
Xn W NSwl. £56 rug 1goDns, 
x To TW Ts ed νNα vg; 


26. 


27. Tis de & vm pr- * 


een Oovatas woc beat TY 
u Muαν br WHX UV v; 


28, 29. Karapalere r 
pin TE , WA; æuHEE- 
8 orig, 80s vnfes” Azyw Os 
dun, OT 80 EoAopn £v wach 
TY 'dofy avry wegis She we 
Ev ru hv. 

30. E: de Tov Xorο vu 
eV ps, q ον OVTH, KAE GVpLOD 


£35 ve Braxomevor, & 


Orog v Lros οεοονẽν. s Won 
pHANNG vince, OAVETISH; 


31. 


A v e oN ο 


Luke vi. 20— 49, &, 


xvi. 13. Ovcdeig wn 
duvatas duos xveiors dee 
n ag Tov £00 fn, 221 Th 
ere GYATNOEL, I £0; . 
Jeferal, tas T% ETE0 Katt: 
Oeornoert » Juvaott Oe y 
AEVERV XG pot ph fatal, | 

xii. 22, 23. Ain wn 
AT, acre en Ep Haas n 
Po v viawy, Ts Oæynre, 

pnde TW 0Wuari n 
exduonole, HI 
ox TA £58 Ths Teh; 
* TO Own Te ed bg. 

24. The ſame ſubſec, 
but in different words 

25. Tis ds & oha pt 
TEL OVVaras worden. i; 
TH IMIxU GUTS U bn; 

26. Correſponds to tht 
former part of Matth. v. 
28. but the words are di- 
ferent. 

27. Karavengart u 
„eie, wg aua 
„ron: x, ode unfles' Y) 6 
uu, ori vo: ORF ev Tar) 
Ty doty avry Deere uneme 6) 
£V Turo. 

28. Ei de Tov Nor n o 
* Ew, CNWEROV OVTH, KO) avg 
8&5 XxACaver (Jarnpiin, 0 
Oos roc & Ours, 7 


29. The fame ſubje? 
in different words. 


THREE FIRST GOSPELS, I23 


REMARKS. 


i 
72 
. 


1 
& 
—_ - 
1 | 


— = 
— EA ee 


> - . — — 
2 ps wy 7; ns Ai cats ol ER A _= 2 
P 


2 REES 
EY wa» = "ST, 


— 


* 2 No — 
— — — — 2 * — 
* 29957 —ͤäẽ̃— 7 
— — — »— 
= L ” 2 * 
— — > _— — _ 


wer wins 
SALE 
— 
i 


1 


n 


<= "+ a6 
* — * 


124 
Matth. v. vi. vii. 


32. Hara Yap Tara v 
e9vy emIQnTE: 
onde Yap © Warne d 0 
vgavios, ors Xengere TerwWV 
GTA. 

33. Znrere ds Wewrov Yu 
Pacrineiav Tos Os, xa THY 
O1X&10TUVTV UTE" Kar Tura 


' Ware οο reh ng rra Uu. 


vli. 1. 
pn xpiÞure. 
2. Eve Yap Keifpati * 


e 
My wgeuwere, wa 


vert xeibnorode* X&b £V  pae- | 


re {ETREITE, arrihergnhn- 
cerai bu. | 

3. Ts ds Baemeis To xap- 
Oos mo ev Tw oPlanpw Te 
n os, Tw de eu r Cw 
o PN Joxov 8 xaTavors ; 

5. Troxpira, enbanc 
roy 1m Joxov ex Tv o edis 


on, 204 Tore diabarnbeigf ex- 
e To xapPog tx Tv op- 
Jaap Te ade\Þs os, : 


7. Attire, xk dohnge ral 
Suu. Cureire nat eügneere 
XP8ETE,. x. a dvi. 

8. Ig Yap 0 GTA Na- 
Cave, xai 0 1 * EVELOXES, 
KG TW Kp80YTs &VOLYMTETX be 
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Luke vi. 20—49, &t. 


30. Tara Y Warn ty 
e0vy Tv X00 jos ETIGnTE 1 lun 
ds 0 0 W&Tnp ode, 


ors enter: Term, 


31. IIAuv Cnreure Ti 


| Baoiatray Oe 


| X24 Tam 
wr, YO re HE un, 

vi. 37. Mn xewere, 11 
un xeidnre, 

38. 

TW Y aur fit. 
19% © Heręeire, euriperly 
cr d 

41. T. de Sacre 70 uf 
Oos ro ep Tw ox n 
a&deAÞs 08, Th de doro TW i 
TW 1% PP any U HI; 

42. Troxęira, mai 
Wewrov Th Joxov ex Tv oak 
on, x1 Tore driabanba; tr 
Cant To xapÞog vo i Ty 0h. 
Jaap ru ad D ou. 

xi. 9. Alrtire, xc obne 
oa: Enrtire, xa eͤ knorr: 
XoueTe, x. rn vun. 

10. IIæg yag 0 rin Mu- 
Sabel, &a 0 Enron epic, 
*, TW K ⁰νννüZẽño:Ynetrai. 
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where elſe, either in the New Teſtament, or in the Septuagint, 


y elaſſie author. 


Aub ene uſed here both by St. Matthew and -St. Luke occurs 


the Greek Apocrypha. Nor has it been hitherto quoted from 
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Cure of the centurion's ſervant at Capernaum. 


Matth. viii. 5—13. Luke vii. 1 10. 


q 
8. Kygle, 3 Kyęie, lan c 1 
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8. Kai Yap £Yw aber 
21 vro EG en TOTO, | 
e br EpAouTol Seariurat 
Xa&b AEVW TETW, Wogeubnri, 
*  TOpevera. xa 4000 
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Cure of the centurion's ſervant at Capernaum. l 
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A. G. If we adopt this reading, St. Matthew's text agrees 
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Si E:C F. I. 


Chriſt's diſcourſe with certain perſons, who wiſhed u 


become his diſciples. 


20. At axurexes Oe 
FX, Tαν TO Erg 7 
Eaves d ᷓ g 0 de vis 
ru Aub πο. wh ext ws T1 
xc D „Aly. 

22. O de Inos ere Mur, 
ane jror, xo Aeg Tos 
vexpur Jaht Tres burn 
dexpus *. 


Luke ix. 55—6:, 
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SECT, M. 


brit's diſcourſe with certain perſons, who wiſhed to 
become his diſciples. 


REMARKS. 


in the Syriac verſion theſe words are rendered by 
. Ao e OS © line mortuos ſepelientes mortuos 


os,” that is, * ſine mortuos ſepelire mortuos ſuos,” for in Syriac the 
rticiple is frequently uſed inſtead of the infinitive. Hence Bolten 
a Note to his German tranſlation of St. Matthew's Goſpel, p. 
8. (Bericht des Matthzus, Altona, 1792, 8vo.) conjectures, that 
ſe were the words of Chriſt, as firſt committed to writing in 
ic or Chaldee, but that his real meaning was different from 
WW which is expreſſed in the tranſlation of them exhibited in the 
eck texts of St. Matthew and St. Luke. He ſuppoſes namely, 
it n Was intended to expreſs, not * ſepelientes, but © ſepe- 


ntibus, like DOD» ſince N, the ſign of the dative, is fre- 


WWeny underſtood. The meaning of the Syriac words will then 
WE, © kclinque mortuos ſepelientibus mortuos ſuos.“ This is cer- 
ya very ingenious conjecture, as it is much more intelligible, 
ben we ſay, Leave the dead to thoſe, whoſe office it is to bury 
dead,” than when we ſay, © Leave the dead to bury the dead,” 
dich, after all the pains, which commentators have beſtowed on it, 
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ie from the meaning of their original, not only in the ſame 
ce, but preciſely in the ſame manner? If the paſſage occurred 
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e, chat the Greek text was originally æꝙes T5 vergess FalHac 
re 11322; and that through an overſight of tranſcribers the 
In Jae was omitted, and the participle thus converted into the 


nitive va es, But that the ſame overſight ſhould have happened 
both places is not probable. | 
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REMARKS. 


Throughout the whole of this ſection, where St. Matthew has 
g and bers, St. Luke has the Attic form anne and tAnaubate. 
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ſame quotation is made by St. Mark, though in a diffeyent place, 
ch. i 2. and in the very ſame words, wh are here uſed by 
Matthew and St. Luke. Now would this cloſe verbal agreement, 
r theſe circumſtances, be poſlible, if the Goſpels of St. Mat- 
ſeri dt. Mark, and St. Luke contained three independent tranſla- 
8. W of a Hebrew or Chaldee original? 
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| not as inſtances of verbal agreement. 
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e had both uſed the vocative immediately before. 


\ 
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Matth. xi. 20—30. Luke x. 13— 15. 21, 22 
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Additions peculiar to St. Matthew and St. Luke, h 
Chriſt's confutation of the opinion, that he caſt ot Cb. 
devils by Beelzebub. 
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27. Kat el £Yw & BeeA- 19. Ei de % 6 Bits 
Seer e T&% Intern, Se ex S T% daI 
06 b 101 v 0 er TI SNN; 04 voy Ab ev TL EHu, 
di TSTO Mur dau EFOVT a8 dic Turo ara U a 
*h,H“ui; ETOVTUL, | 

28. Ei deeywev we 20. Es de en dani 
Gen ex To dai Hou, Oer cc To dt, 
aex eQVace O Has 1 Ba- | aw Pace e' dug 16 
TiA&% Te Oe. CIAEI% T8 Ots. 

30. O pn wy luer £148, 23 O un wv ler 4 
K eu 18 Rat 0 E νν. xατ er 8574" x06 o un Cut 
Y wv per” ES, oerl. 7 Auer tn, TK0pTIG 


THREE FIRST GOSPELS. 139 


RE MARK S. 


a 2 — F4 — Loa. a — 
EF 1 NS E ">  - ee - * 2TH = "IO —E xt * N 
wt, 2 57 E: — "_—" = 3 £ 
ne hed + Sig — * FAS. .. - ES" 7 + $84. 5 - 08 
by o 


—— 


— — — . r OT OT mn — 
oY 3 . 1 2 5 * £5, MES 


r 


Aditions peculiar to St. Matthew and St. Luke, in 


| Chriſt's confutation of the opinion, that he caſt our 
devils by Beelzebub. 
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him a ſign. 
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Chriſt's lamentation over the fate of Jeruſalem, 
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very different words. For inſtance, | 


Luke xi. 39-52. Matth. xxiii. 4—y7. 23—36, 


xii. 1—9. x. 26—33. 
xiv. 16—24, xxii. I—14. 
xv. 3—7. xviii. 12— 14. 
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RESULT 


PRECEDING STATEMENT. 


Cain preceding ſtatement of parallel and coincider 
paſſages from the Goſpels of St. Matthey, g. 
Mark, and St. Luke, exhibits many very remark 
phenomena, which will be found of conſiderable ut 
in determining the origin and compoſition of our this 
firſt Goſpels. But before I point them out, I nil 
propoſe, partly for the ſake of perſpicuity, partly fortk 
lake of brevity, the following notation, which mj k 
adopted in the deſcription of theſe phenomena. 


Let & denote all thoſe parts of the xL11, gener 
ſections, which are contained in all thr 
Evangelifts*, 

| | a 


2 Though each of the XLII. general ſections contains 2 pi 
cipal tranſaction, which is recorded in all three Goſpels, jt * 
certain circumſtances attending the ſame tranſaction are ſomenmit 
noted by St. Matthew and St. Mark, but not by St. Luke, at ol 
times by St. Mark and St. Luke, but not by St. Matthew, at dt 
times again by St. Matthew and St. Luke, but not by St. Miri 
it is neceſſary to diſtinguiſh thoſe parts of the XLII. general ſew 
which are common to all three Goſpels, from the additions, vi 
are found in only two.—With the additions, which each Eyangell 
has peculiar to himſelf, we are at preſent not concerned, be 
our inquiry now relates only to a compariſon of the paſlages, waa 
are found in more than one Goſpel. Of the parts, which ar F 
euliar to each Goſpel notice will be taken hereafter, when the pl 
nomena, not in the verbal agreement, but in the contents 
Goſpels come under conlideration, 
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| Let a denote the additions made to & in the Goſpels 

Y of St. Matthew and St. Mark, but not in that 
of St. Luke. 

3 the additions made to & in the Goſpels of 
St. Mark and St. Luke, but not in that of 
St. Matthew. | 

y the additions made to N in the Goſpels of 

St. Matthew and St. Luke, but not in that 
of St. Mark, 
In the preceding Table of parallel paſſages, 
N, with the additions a, B, y, belong to the 
Firſt Diviſion, | 

A whole ſections found in the Goſpels of St. 


* Matthew and St. Mark, but not in that of 
i St. Luke. Theſe belong to the Second 
rkabl __ 
le ul wiſion. yy 
tht B whole ſections found in the Goſpels of St. 
In Mark and St. Luke, but not in that of 
12 St. Matthew. Theſe belong to the Third 
uy _ Diviſion, | 

T whole ſections found in the Goſpels of St. 

Matthew and St. Luke, but not in that of 

renend St, Mark, Theſe belong to the Fourth 
thre Diviſion. 


WF. Matthew's Goſpel then contains R+&+y+A+P 

We Mark's Goſpel - - N C TAT 
11 „ Luke's Goſpel 5 „ 
| yet l 


metinn befide thoſe parts 
0 4 which each Evan- 
* geliſt has peculiar 
ſeftios to himſelf, 


, whicl 


rr This notation being adopted, I will now point out 
vii ſeveral remarkable phænomena in the verbal agree- 
r ent and diſagreement of our three firſt Goſpels, and 
he pie ange them in the order of the four diviſions above 


ted, ES 
K 3 FIRST 


— 
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FIRST DIVISION: CONTAINING N, WITH r 
ADDITIONS &, B, y. 


1. In &: : 
a). We meet with ſeveral examples in whig 

all three Goſpels verbally coincide: but 

theſe examples are not very numerous, and 

contain in general only one or two, or x 

the outſide three ſentences together. 

b). The examples of verbal agreement in | 
between St. Matthew and St. Mark ar 

very numerous, and ſeveral of them at 

very long and remarkable, eſpecially u 

Sect. XIV. XXXV. XXXVIL XXXVII. 
XXXIX. | 

c). On the other hand, not one of thoſe ft 
tions, which in St, Matthew's Goſpel « 

cupy different places from thoſe, nid 

they occupy in St. Mark's Goſpel, exhib 

a ſingle inſtance of verbal agreement bt 

tween St. Matthew and St. Mark. Tiu 

befide Sect. V. and XI. there are not e 

than five ſucceſſive ſections, namely, 3, 

XVI. XVII. XVIII. XIX. throughalt 
which there 1s not a verbal agreement 
any one ſentence, though Sed. XIV. * 
fords a very long example of cloſe welt 
coincidence, and Sect. XX. likewiſe ai 
examples. This phænomenon will be n 
fully explained in Ch. 16. , 
I 


»The five ſeftions XV—XIR. include that portion of St. Mw 
Goſpel, which begins with ch. iv, 35. and ends with ch. . 
and contains 78 verſes, which is the largeſt interruption in St. Mud 
verbal agreement with St. Matthew throughout the whole 0 
1 Mark's Gofoel: for every other chapter beſides ch. v. bs d 
; iq! | more inſtances of verbal agreement with St. Matthew, 46 oy ' 
= ſeen on turning to the Firſt and Second Diviſions, in the Tad 
bt | parallel and coincident paſſages, 
bu — 1 


THE 
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But in no inſtance throughout & does 
St. Mark fail to agree verbally with St. 
Matthew, where St. Luke agrees verbally 
with St. Matthew. 

e). There are frequent inſtances of verbal 
agreement in & between St. Mark and 
St. Luke: though they are neither ſo nu- 
merous nor ſo long, as thoſe between St. 
Matthew and St. Mark. 

7). Upon the whole, the examples of verbal 
diſagreement between St. Mark and St. 
Luke are much more numerous than the 

examples of agreement: yet throughout 
all & St. Mark never fails to agree verbally 
with St. Luke, where St. Matthew agrees 
verbally with St. Luke. 

9). In ſeveral ſections, St. Mark's text agrees 
in one place with that of St. Matthew, in 
another place with that of St. Luke, and 
therefore appears at firſt fight to be a com- 
pound of both. 

4). There is not a fingle inſtance of verbal 
coincidence between St. Matthew and St. 
Luke, only throughout all N: tor through- 
out all & they invariably relate the ſame 
thing in different words, except in the 
paſſages, where both of them agree at the 
{ame time with St. Mark. : 

i). Conſequently in no part of & does St. 
Matthew's Greek text agree partly with 
that of St. Mark, and partly with that of 
St. Luke, nor St. Luke's text partly with 
that of St. Matthew, and partly with that 
of St. Mark, as was juſt obſerved of Sr. 
Mark's text. 


2. Ina St. Matthew and St. Mark agree verbally 


in ſeveral inſtances, as may be ſeen on 
turning to Sect. I. XIV. XXI. XXXV. 
XXXVIII. XLI. XLII. On the other 
| K 4. hand, 


RON 


ORIGIN OF THE 


hand, in the longeſt and the moſt remuy. 
able of all the additions & (Matth. xy 
3—12. Mark vi. 17—29.) they relate th 
ſame thing throughout in totally diff 


words. 
of | 3. In 8 I have diſcovered only one inftance (Mio th 
97 verbal agreement between St. Mark Monti. 
" | 4 
= | St. Luke, and that a very ſhort on. en C 
. namely, Mark x. 15. Luke xvii, 17, ü 


4 | Set. XXVI. This is the more remarkihl, 
1 as the additions g are very numerous. 
4. In the relation, which St. Matthew's Goh 
bears to that of St. Luke, is very differ 
from that, which the two Goſpels bet) 
each other in &: for in 5 there are 6 
ſtances of very remarkable verbal com 


dence. See Sed. I. III. XXXI. = 
e For inſtance, Mark 1. 45. Luke vi. 15, 16. 
U. 4 v. 19. 
ll, 3. vi. 8. 
V. 3—6. viii. 27> 28. 
8—10, 29— 31. 
15, 16. 34, 36. 
26. $5. - 
29—33. 44-47. 
35, 30. 49» 50. 
42, 43 55» 56. 
vi. 16, 16. 8, 9. I 
30, 31. 10. hey 


All theſe (and the reſt are of the ſame kind) are ern f 
additions to & in the Goſpels of St. Mark and St. Luke, in unt G 
the ſame things are related in totally different words. _ 


e 5 scon 
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emarks 
th. xy, 
late the 
lifferen 


SECOND DIVISION: CONTAINING A, 


In A, the relation, which St. Matthew's Goſpel bears 
o that of St. Mark, in reſpect to verbal agreement, 
ontinues the ſame, as it was in XN and a, as may be 
en on turning to the examples quoted in this diviſion, 


ance d 
ark and 
It one, 
17. 1 
arkabl, 
Use. 
; Gol 
differen 
; bear 
ate Ut 
| colts 


THIRD DIVISION: CONTAINING B. 


In B, the relation, which St. Mark and St. Luke 
dear to each other is very different from that, which 
ey bear to each other in &, and is ſimilar to that, 
which they bear to each other in g. For among the 
ections peculiar to St. Mark and St. Luke, theſe two 
angeliſts agree verbally in no other place, than a 

Engle paſſage of the firſt ſection: and even there, in 
| that precedes and follows that paſſage, St. Mark 


3 Luke relate the ſame thing in very different 
vords d, 


FOURTH DIVISION: CONTAINING T. 


In T, the relation, which the Goſpels of St. Mat- 
bew and St, Luke bear to each other, is the very re- 
verſe of that, which they bear to each other in XN, and 
b ſimilar to that, which they bear in y, as may be 


ow turning to the examples quoted in the Fourth 
wiſion. 


exarſpls 


de, in wh | 


Theſe facts being admitted, we have a certain cri- 
Eon, by which we may judge of every hypotheſis on 
Pic origin of our three firſt Goſpels : for it is obvious 

| that 
10 This whole ſection is particularly analyſed in Eichhorn's Allgem. 
uw, Vol. V. p. 957-960. 


Eco 
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that whatever ſuppoſition be the true one, it mi 
account for all theſe phenomena, and that a ſuppofiny 
if it does not account for theſe phenomena, canngtþ 
the true one. 


© ———  ____P— 71 


CHAP. VIII. 


THE SUPPOSITION, THAT THE SUCCEEDING xz. 
GELISTS COPIED FROM THE PRECEDING, rim 
BY THE PHENOMENA IN THE VERBAL HARMON 
OF THE GOSPELS. 


3 us apply this criterion in the firſt place to it 
ſuppoſition, which many years ago was very gets 
rally received, that the ſucceeding Evangeliſts copil 
from the preceding,” 

Lardner, Eichhorn, Halfeld, and Ruſſwurm, in ti 
works, which have been quoted above, have produc 
very cogent, and, as far as I can judge, unanſweritk 
arguments to prove, that the ſucceeding Evangeli 
in whatever order they may be ſuppoſed to have writ 
had no knowledge of the writings of the preceding 
Though it is unneceflary to repeat what has be 
written by others, and is likewiſe generally Kno, 
it may be obſerved that all their arguments are reds 
cible to this principle, that if one Evangeliſt had ule 
the Goſpel of the other, the contents of his own Gop 
would in many places have been very different fun 
what they really are; namely, that apparent colt 
dictions would have been avoided, and that remarkibb 
facts, circumſtances, determinations of time, &c. 0 
ſervable in the one, would not have been omitted i 


the other. But fince the ſuppoſition, that one * 7 
gelift copied from another, has been adopted "1 her 
many critics, in conſequence of the verbal harmon 50 


the Evangeliſts, it cannot be tried by a fairer tel, 4 
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phenomena in that very barmony, which it is aſ- 
ed to explain. For if theſe are ſuch, as cannot be 
Paained by it, the chief reaſon for our adoption of it, 
Nes to exiſt: and if they are likewiſe incompatible 
Nuit, we muſt conclude that the ſuppoſition is falſe. 

In the firſt place therefore we wall try that particular 
ppoſition, which among all the hypotheſes of this kind 
been the beſt defended, that St. Mark made uſe of 
> Goſpels of St. Matthew and St. Luke in the compo- 
on of his own Goſpel. On this ſuppoſition, wherever 
Mark and St. Luke relate the ſame thing 1n the 
e words, St. Mark retained both the matter and the 


1 
oli 
mot by 


Mark and St. Luke relate the ſame thing in different 
ds, St. Mark, though he retained the matter, did 
t retain the words, which had been uſed by St. Luke, 
Wt ſubſtituted others in their ſtead. Now fince St. 
ke's Greek ſtyle is certainly preferable to that of St. 
ark, no reaſon can be aſſigned, why St. Mark, if he 


, In ti etimes retained the words of St. Luke, ſhould at 
rodurd Wor times reject them, and uſe merely ſynonymous ex- 
Cree Wc fons, by which the narrative was not rendered more 
neelils urate and perſpicuous than it was before. It could. 
write, t have been St. Mark's intention to keep his readers 
ecedin the dark in reſpect to the Goſpel or Goſpels, which 
as been uſed in the compoſition of his own, for if he had, he 
known, uld have retained in no inſtance the words of St. Luke. 
e red» t if this was not his intention, he could not have 
ad ul poſed the leaſt benefit to himſelf, any more than to 
God readers, by an alteration of St. Luke's words: and it 
nt fut reaſonable to ſuppoſe, that any man would volunta- 
cont r fubmit to a labour, from which he knew, that 
naked cher he himſelf nor any one elſe could derive the leaſt 
Kc. 0-8" abtage. However I will not inſiſt on this argument, 
itted ue it [hews nothing more than the improbability that 
e Eur Mark made uſe of St. Luke's Goſpel: for one writer 
d by copy from another, and ſometimes copy verbally, at 
mom der times not, even though we can aſſign no reaſon for 


ft, (hal 


Þ lo doing. 
0 8 


But 


rds which had been uſed by St. Luke: but wherever 
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But the following phenomenon: preſents obſacl t 
the ſuppoſition, which it is very difficult, if not Impoſ 


fible to furmount : namely, that the examples of very 


3 agreement between St. Mark and St. Luke are ſo ©. 6 — 
6 | fined to &, that only one ſhort inftance is to be er, 
= among the numerous additions B, and only one ama W.: - 
„ the ſections B, which 1s likewiſe confined to x age bich 
WE ſentence ©. It then we attempt to explain the exanys|-.1; 
"22 of verbal agreement, in the Goſpels of St. Mark de 
4 St. Luke, on the ſuppoſition that in thoſe inftancy ich t. 
i St. Mark copied verbally from St, Luke, and the ee & 


amples, in which they relate the ſame thing in differen 
of words, on the ſuppoſition that in thoſe inſtances &. 
vg Mark retained the matter but rejected the words of $; 
: Luke, we muſt neceſſarily ſuppoſe that St. Mark wy 
[a able to diſlinguiſh the additions g, and the ſeQions3 
144 in St. Luke's Goſpel, from &, and that he purpok 
4 avoided verbal tranſcription in 8 and B, though he fe. 
4 quently tranſcribed verbally in N: for the additions 
and B, as well as the examples of verbal agreement be. 
tween St. Mark and St. Luke in N, are too numero 
to admit the ſuppoſition that mere accident could har 
produced the effect in queſtion. But g, B, and as 
fo interwoven with each other, as well in the Goſpel 
St. Luke, as in the Goſpel of St, Mark, that no ol, 
who reads their Goſpels ſingly can poſſibly diftingul 
them: for they are portions, which we have {cpartel 
from each other by no other proceſs, than by a cola 
of St. Luke's Goſpel, not only with that of St. Matthes, 
but likewiſe with that of St. Mark. How then, it uf 
be aſked, could St. Mark, before his own Goſpel: 
iſted, have made ſuch an analyſis? It muſt be granted 
however that there was one method, and one mel 
only, by which, from a compariſon of the Goſpels ol 
of St. Matthew and St. Luke, he might have made vail S.; 
diſtinctions, as might afterwards have led him tot 
diſtinctions in queſtion. Before St. Mark had =y 


E-- The cauſe of each of theſe ſingle exceptions will be albgned þ | 
after. | | | 
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Goſpel, B and B were a part of the matter, which 


ks peculiar to the Goſpel of St. Luke *: and if St. 
lark derived the materials of his own Goſpel, according 


les ty 


pol. 
verb 


o. BS the preſent ſuppoſition, partly from that of St. Mat- 
found er, partly from that of St. Luke, the inſertions g, and 
mos WW: entire ſections B were thoſe particular paſſages, 
linge bich St. Mark ſelected out of the matter, which was 


ang culiar to St. Luke's Goſpel. If then St. Mark really 
k de ſuch an accurate collation of St. Luke's Goſpel 
(tance jh that of St. Matthew, as enabled him to note in 
he ere former not only all the larger portions, which were 


ifferent cular to St. Luke, but hkewiſe each ſingle ſentence, 


ces d. ich St. Luke had more that St. Matthew in the por- 
s of Nas common to both, he had it in his power to diſ- 
k oviſh chem from the other matter, which he copied 
ion m St. Luke's Goſpel, fo as to be enabled to avoid, if 
pole choſe it, literal tranſcription in 8 and B. But that 
he fr. Mark made ſuch an accurate collation, as would have 
tions en neceſſary to anſwer this purpoſe, is not very credible. 
ent be⸗ des, if it be admitted that St. Mark had made ſuch 


mer collation, and that he had noted in his copy of St. 
id he eke's Goſpel all the paſſages, which were not in St. 
dN a athen's Goſpel, in the number of which paſſages 8 


ofpe! as were included, it is inconceivable that St. Mark, 
no deo frequently agrees word for word with St. Luke in 
tinguil where St. Matthew likewiſe has the ſame matter but 
eparatel different words, ſhould make it a rule, whenever he 


cola to any one of the additions g and B, where St. 


laubeng artbew deſerted him, and he could only derive aſſiſtance 
, It 01m St. Luke, to reject the words of St. Luke, 
opel - to relate the ſame thing in different words z. If St. 
grate TEES Mark, 
- f Namely among our three firſt canonical Goſpels, with which 
DE1S 0 ? ne we are at preſent concerned. ' 

* dee for inſtance, Sect. VI. VII. X. of the Firſt Diviſion. Each 


theſe ſections exhibits examples of verbal agreement between St. 
Wk and St. Luke in N, and of verbal diſagreement in g. The latter 

Mark 1. 45. Luke v. 15. 16.— Mark ii. 4. Luke v. 19. Mark 
3. Luke vt. 8. If St. Mark copied any where from St. Luke, he 
anly copied from him in theſe three ſections: and according to 


1 writte! 


gned 


Dr. 
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Mark, inſtead of differing in words from St, Luke ing 
and B, had generally agreed with him, the ſuppoſitian 
thar he copied partly from St. Matthew and partly fron 
St. Luke, might account for it, becauſe it might he 
reaſonably ſuppoſed, that, where St. Mark could deri 
no aſſiſtance from St. Matthew, he would adhere th 
more cloſely to St. Luke. But for this very reaſon, th 
ſuppoſition cannot poſſibly account for the phænom 


non, that in the numerous examples, in which St. Mu 


has matter in common with St. Luke only, the fany 
matter is delivered in very different words. The exam. 
ples of verbal agreement therefore between St. Mark aut 
St. Luke, as well as the examples of diſagreement mul 
be aſcribed to ſome other cauſe : for they are effech 
which the cauſe in queſtion would not have produced. 

If inſtead. of ſuppoſing, that St. Mark copied fron 
St. Luke, we ſuppoſe, as was formerly imagined, tha 
St. Luke copied from St. Mark, we are expoſed to th 
ſame difficulties, as before: for the arguments on thi 
ſubject, which have been applied to St. Mark, may b 
applied alſo to St. Luke by only exchanging the name 

Further, fince neither St. Mark copied from St. Luke, 
nor St, Luke from St.. Mark, St. Luke cannot hau 
copied from St. Matthew, becauſe St. Luke has in nd 
inſtance a verbal agreement with St. Matthew through: 
out all N, except where St. Mark likewiſe agrees ver. 
bally with St. Matthew: and this is an effect, which 
could not have been produced, if St. Luke had copied 
from St. Matthew, unleſs in conjunction with St. Mat. 
thew's Goſpel either St. Luke had uſed St. Mark's, a 
St. Mark St. Luke's Goſpel. For though it is poſſible, 
I will not ſay probable, that St. Luke, if he uſed the 
Goſpels both of St. Matthew and of St. Mark, made 


it a rule, never to tranſcribe verbally from St. Matthew 
in 


Dr. Grieſbach's ſcheme ſtated above in Ch. 3. the whole portion, 
Mark i. 40—iti. 6. in which Sect. VI. VII. X. are 2 
taken by St. Mark from Luke v. 12—vi. 11. That in thoſe three 
ſections St. Mark verbally agrees with St. Luke in many paſlages 1 
de, but has a totally different text in 82, though the ſame matter 
common to both, muſt be owing to ſome cauſe not hitherto aſſig 


0 N 


in K, 

Mark, 
of St. 
from 
in eith 
been p 
Luke" 
had ne 


not he 
verhall 
With | 
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in K, except were St. Mark had done ſo, or that St. 

Mark, if he uſed the Goſpels both of St. Matthew and 

of St. Luke determined aways to tranſcribe verbally 

dom St. Matthew in N, where St. Luke had done fo, 
in either of which caſes the effect in queſtion would have 

been produced, yet if neither St. Mark made uſe of St. 
Luke's Goſpel, nor St. Luke of St. Mark's Goſpel, they 
had no clue, which could lead them to thoſe particular 
raſſages, in which both of them coincide with St. Mat- 
they. And no one can aſcribe it to mere accident, that 
& Luke, who in y and DT has ſo remarkable a coinci- 
dence with St. Matthew, ſhould in no inſtance through- 
out all &, if he had St. Matthew's Goſpel lying before 
him, tranſcribe from St. Matthew except where St. 
Mark had tranſcribed ; or that St. Mark, who differs 
verbally from St. Matthew much more frequently, than 
he agrees with him, ſhould in no inſtance neglect to 
tranſcribe verbally from St. Matthew, where St.” Luke 
had verbally tranſcribed. But it has been ſhewn, that 
neither St. Mark copied from St. Luke, or St. Luke 
from St. Mark. Conſequently, St. Luke cannot have 
copied from St. Matthew: for, if he had, the effect in 
queſtion would not have been produced. a 
Again, ſince St. Mark did not uſe the Goſpel of St. 
Luke, nor St. Luke the Goſpels either of St. Mark or 
of St. Matthew, St. Mark likewiſe cannot have uſed 
the Goſpel of St. Matthew, becauſe he never fails to 


0 | 
Ne agree verbally with St. Matthew in N, where St. Luke 

Hat. agrees verbally with St. Matthew. For if St. Mark 
* tad copied from the Goſpel of St. Matthew, it would 


"le, dot haze been in his power, in every inſtance to copy 
"= rerbally, where St. Matthew had a verbal. agreement 
** wh St. Luke, unleſs he had known what thoſe 
inftances were; and this knowledge could not have been 
obtained without a compariſon of St. Matthew's Goſpel 
vich that of St. Luke, of which St. Mark made no uſe, 
L has been already ſhewn ®, | 
three Vs | 5 | It 
| Yatke » 7 here uſed relate only to the Greek Goſpel of St. 
tter 1s w. and ſhew, that if St. Matthew wrote in Greek, his Goſpel 

| | was 
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It appears then, that St. Mark cannot haye copied 
either from St. Matthew or from St. Luke, and that St. 
Luke cannot have copied either from St. Matthew 6 
from St. Mark. The only remaining {uppoſition there. 
fore is, that St, Matthew copied from St. Mark and 
from St. Luke To this ſuppoſition (which however 
leaves the examples of verbal agreement between 8. 
Mark and St. Luke unexplained, and is therefore inſuf. 
ficient for our preſent purpoſe*) the phznomena hitherto 
mentioned in this ſection preſent no obſtacles. But 
there is another phznomenon in the verbal agreement 
and diſagreement between St. Matthew and St. Mark, 
which though not abſolutely incompatible with the ſup. 
poſition, that St. Matthew made uſe of St. Mark's Gol. 
pel, is not very eaſy to be reconciled with it, and at any 
rate cannot be explained by it. This phenomenon is, 
that, though St. Matthew and St. Mark have in ſo 
many places a very cloſe verbal agreement, not 1 . 

knot 


was not uſed at all either by St. Mark or by St. Luke, and that if he 
wrote in Hebrew, St. Mark and St. Luke made no uſe of the Greek 
tranſlation. They do not however prove that, if St. Matthew wrote 
in Hebrew, his Hebrew Goſpel was not uſed either by St. Mark or by 
St. Luke. But the ſuppoſition that St. Mark and St. Luke uſed only 
the Hebrew Goſpel of St. Matthew, cannot poſſibly ozone for 
very long and very remarkable inſtances of verbal agreement in - eit 
Goſpels with the Greet Goſpel of St. Matthew. The ſuppo — 
therefore is uſeleſs, when the queſtion relates to the verbal harmony : 
the Evangeliſtz. It may be aſked: does any other reaſon exiſt for — 
adoption of this ſuppoſition? Now if any ſuch reaſon does 2 N 
it can be only this: that the phænomena in the contents of our t > 
firſt Goſpels may be explained by it. But in whatever language *. 
conſider the firſt of our canonical Goſpels, whether we con ider 8 
Greek, or as Hebrew, the ſuppoſition that it was uſed by St. 10 3 
by St. Luke, though it may account for matter, which they 4s ; 
common with St. Matthew, is ſo far from accounting for the pr _ 
menon, that St. Matthew has ſo much important matter, hl 7 A 
wholly unnoticed by St. Mark and St. Luke, that it is difficult " 4 
' impoſlible, to reconcile the ſuppoſition with the phenomenon, 1 70 
ought to be explained by it. Some other cauſe 2 m 
ſought: for the cauſe in queſtion will not anſwer the purpoſe. 


1 That St. Matthew uſed the Goſpels Bork of St. Mark K 
Luke is likewiſe a ſuppoſition, which no one has ever 
therefore it is almoſt unneceſſary to confute it. | 
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thoſe ſections; which in St. Mark's Goſpel occupy dif- 
ſerent places from thoſe which they occupy in St. Mat- 
thew's, exhibits a ſingle inſtance of verbal agreement. 
Thus befide Sect. V. and XI. there are not leſs than five 
ſucceſſive ſections in St. Mark's Goſpel; namely, Seck. 
XV. XVI. XVII. XVIII. XIX. throughout all of 
which there is not an inſtance of verbal agreement in 
any one ſentence, though in Sect. XIV. which imme- 
diately precedes, and in Sect. XX. which immediately 
follows, we meet with examples of verbal agreement, 
eſpecially in Sect. XIV. where there 1s a very remarkable 
one. The five ſections XV XIX. include that por- 
ton of St. Mark's Goſpel, which begins with ch. iv. 35. 
and ends with ch. vi- 29.: they contain 78 verſes, and 
conſtitute by much the longeſt interruption in St. Mark's 
verbal agreement with St. Matthew, throughout the 
whole of St. Mark's Goſpel ; for every other chapter, 
beſides ch. v. has one or more examples of verbal agree- 
ment with St. Matthew % If St. Matthew then 
made uſe of St, Mark's Goſpel, and wrote in Greek as 
muſt be now ſuppoſed, for otherwiſe the hypotheſis in 
queſtion cannot explain the verbal agreement between 
the two Goſpels, the circumſtance, that throughout all 
thoſe ſections, to which St. Matthew affigred a different 
Pace in his own Goſpel, from that which they occupied 
In St, Mark's, he has in no inſtance a verbal agreement 
wth St. Mark, cannot well be aſcribed to an accidental 
mattention to St. Mark's Goſpel in thoſe ſections, or, in 
other words to a neglect of it on the part of St. Matthew, 
wihout ſome determinate cauſe. It is true, that St. 
Mark throughout the whole portion, ch. iv. 35—vi. 29. 
no more agrees verbally with St. Luke, than he does 
"th St. Matthew: but this is not at all extraordinary, 
becauſe neither St. Mark copied from St. Luke, nor St. 
Luke from St. Mark. And even if St. Mark had made 
ule of St. Luke's Goſpel, or St. Luke of St. Mark's 
oſpel, their want of verbal: agreement in this portion 
de | b could 


t dee the Table of para tet and coi aden the Firſt Divi 
incident paſſages: the Firſt Diviſion, 
an the Second Diviſion. | WY EIT 
| * 
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could no more afford juſt matter of ſurpriſe, than the; 
want of verbal agreement in other places: firſt, becywp 
there are other very long portions in St. Mark's Goſſe, 
as ch. vi. 43—viit. 40. conſiſting of 81 verſes, and c. hn 
xiv. 25. to the end of St. Mark's Goſpel, conſiſting c I S. 
114 verſes, in which there is not a ſingle inſtaxce c £6, 
verbal agreement between St, Mark and St. Lute, tr h 
whereas no ſuch long interruptions take place in St. Mats bur ne 
verbal agreement with St. Matthew: ſecondly, becule de 
their want of verbal agreement extends much further bein 
than the portion Mark iv. 35—vi. 29. for not only the verball 
preceding part of ch. iv. but likewiſe all that preceds he age 


preate 
the f 
arrang 


in ch. in, after ver. 5. affords no example of veal . N. 
agreement between St. Mark and St. Luke, wheresthe Wi Gospel 
ſeven ſucceffive verſes, Mark iv. 3—9. agree almoſt Wi differer 
word for word with St. Matthew: thirdly, becauſe &. WW own, 2 
Mark's arrangement in ch. iv. 35—vi. 29. is the ſan: WM klare. 
(as it is in general) with that of St. Luke, and there ont wi 
his want of verbal agreement with St. Luke in that por WM Goſpel 
tion no more excites particular attention, or leads wat th 
ſeek a particular cauſe of the interruption, than t in diſce 


want of verbal agreement in the two other Jon 


0ccupic 
portions, ch. vi. 43 viii. 40. and ch. X1V, 25. to the Z kw 
end of St. Mark's Goſpel, whereas the interruption o tte au. 
St. Mark's verbal agreement with St. Matthew through WE (ich di 
out, ch. iv. 35—vi. 29. neceſſarily does lead us to feel. be diff 


particular cauſe for it, not only becauſe it includes fr: Wi rely a 
ſections, which in St. Mark's Goſpel have a difizrat N rctain « 


arrangement from that which they have in St. Matthess, k. 
but becauſe in the two remaining of thele invert! A erbal - 
ſections, namely Sec. V. and XI. there are likewi wert of 
examples of verbal agreement between St. Matthev nat St 


St. Mark. We muſt ſuppoſe then, either that 8. times c 


Matthew purpoſely avoided literal tranſcription from & times, \ 
Mark's Goſpel in the ſections, to which he afindl! eo re 
different place in his own, or that he was impelle! But, 


ſome neceſſity. But we can aſſign no motive, ” em St. 
could have induced St. Matthew to reject purpoſely . Luk 


words of St. Mark in theſe ſections: for ſince he ww Wy 
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rreateſt part of St. Mark's matter, though he has placed 
the ſeveral narratives in 'a different order, the new 
arrangement by no means rendered it neceſſary, that 
each narrative ſhould be delivered in a new ſet of words. 
If St, Matthew had agreed verbally in any of theſe 
{ions with St. Luke, it might have been ſuppoſed, 
| that he deſerted St. Mark, becauſe he followed St. Luke: 
but not one of theſe ſections exhibits a ſingle inſtance of 
rerhal agreement between St. Matthew and St. Luke, 
it being an invariable rule, that St. Matthew never agrees 
rerbally with St. Luke throughout all N, except where 
he agrees with St. Mark. Shall we conclude then that 
dt. Matthew did not obſerve in what part of St. Mark's 
Goſpel theſe ſections were contained, ſince they occupied 
different places from thoſe, which they occupy in his 
own, and that he thus abſtained from the uſe of St. 
Mark's Goſpel through neceſſity ? Now if we had ſet 
out with the ſuppoſition that St. Matthew wrote his 
Goſpel in Hebrew, we might certainly take for granted 


os. > acc. ky 


r HO : 


7 


_ 


in diſcovering in St. Mark's Goſpel the ſections, which 
occupied in it different places — thoſe, which they 
occupied in St. Matthew's. But St. Matthew himſelf, 
the author of the Goſpel, could not have met with any 
luch difficulty, becauſe before he had written his Goſpel 


rely at St. Matthew's own option, whether he ſhould 
tan or reject the arrangement, which he found in St. 
Mark. Whoever therefore attempts to explain the 
verbal agreement and diſagreement between the Greek 
text of St. Matthew and St. Mark, on the ſuppoſition 
hat St. Matthew wrote in Greek, and that he ſome- 
umes copied verbally from St. Mark, but not at other 
mes, will be expoſed to difficulties, which it is impoſ- 
bk to remove. PR | 

But, if we cannot ſuppoſe that St. Matthew copied 


Pl. Luke, becauſe throughout all & he never agrees ver- 
bily with St. Luke, except where St. Mark agrees 
tes; verbally 


that the Greek rranſlator of it would have found difficulty 


the difference in queſtion did not exiſt, and it was en- 


tom St. Mark, we cannot ſuppoſe that he copied from 


AY 
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verbally with St. Luke, and therefore, if he uſed 8. 
Luke's Goſpel at all, he could not have confined the ver. 
bal agreement to thoſe particular paſſages, without the 
intervention of St. Mark's Goſpel. | 

From what has been faid in this ſection it appear, 
that we muſt aſcribe the verbal harmony in our three 
firſt Goſpels to ſome other cauſe than, that the ſuc. 
ceeding Evangeliſts copied from the preceding. 


CHAP. IX. 


THE SUPPOSITION, THAT THE THREE FIRST EVAY- 
 GELISTS MADE USE OF A COMMON GREEK: D0- 
CUMENT, TRIED BY THE PHANOMENA IN TH 
' VERBAL HARMONY OF THE GOSPELS. 


IF we attempt to explain the verbal harmony, on the 
L ſuppoſition, not that one Evangeliſt uſed the Goſpel d 
the other, but that all three uſed in common the fame 
Greek document or documents, we [hall likewiſe expo 
ourſelves to difficulties, ' which it is impoſſible to {ur 
mount. For this ſuppoſition, like the preceding, no 
only leaves the numerous examples unexplained, in 
which the fame thing is related in different but {ynony- 
mous expreſſions, but is incapable of acconnting for tie 
phenomena in the verbal harmony itſelf. For if St. Mat: 
thew, St. Mark, and St. Luke had tranſcribed from tix 
ſame Greek document, it would have been abſoluich 
impoſſible, that in the matter, common to all three, 
St. Matthew, and St. Luke (ſhould agree in retaining the 
words of this document in thoſe paſſages only, where St. 
Mark had retained the words of it, or that St. Mark 
Hould negle& in no. inſtance to retain the words of , 
where St. Matthew and St. Luke had retained oe 
+ for: cn vobw ion; x 

1 Tf it be ſuppoſed that St. Matthew wrote in Hebrew, and we er- 
plain the verbal agreement between the Greek texts of St. * 
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Theſe are phænomena which are irreconcileable with the 
ſoppoſtion of a common Greek document. Beſides, if 
the verbal harmony of our three firſt Goſpels had been 
owing to this cauſe, the examples, in which all three 
Erangeliſts verbally coincide, muſt have been much more 
numerous, than they really are. Laftly, there are 
ſereral other phenomena, which are inexplicable on 
this ſuppoſition : but what has been already faid, is ſuffi- 
cient to ſhew, that it is inadmiſſible. 1 


* 


| Lt | * 25 6 ” 
T 
THE HYPOTHESIS, THAT OUR THREE FIRST GOSPELS 
CONTAIN THREE GREEK TRANSLATIONS MADE 
| INDEPENDENTLY OF EACH OTHER FROM! THE 


SAME HEBREW ORIGINAL, TRIED BY THE PHZNO- 
MENA IN THE VERBAL HARMONY OF THE GOSPELS. 


_ the phznomena in the verbal harmony of our 
three firſt Goſpels are explicable, neither on the 
ſuppoſition, that the ſucceeding. Evangeliſts copied from 
the preceding, nor on the ſuppoſition, that all three 
made uſe of the ſame Greek document, it remains only 
that we try whether the hypotheſis of a common Hebrew 
or (haldee document will-anfwer the purpoſe. This 
Hpotheſis may be repreſented in a great variety of forms, 
and therefore it will be neceſſary to try them all, for one 
of them may anſwer the purpoſe, though another does 
We. 1-4 4 0: . 1 

2 81 The 


| 
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dt. Matthew's tranſlator uſed the ſame Greek document, as was uſed 
by St. Mark and St. Luke, the argument here uſed is equally applica- 
ie to St. Matthew's tranſlator. For if the examples of verbal agree- 


n. ment between the Greek texts of St. Matthew and St. Luke were 
ele onng to the circumſtance, that St. Matthew's tranſlator as well as St. 


Luke retamed the words of the Greek document in thoſe places, it is 
credible that he ſhould in no inſtance have retained the words of that 
* ** document, where St. Luke had retained them, except where 
„ Mark likewiſe had retained them. . 
| L 3 
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and St. Mark, and St. Matthew and St. Luke, on the ſuppoſition that 
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The form, which Eichhorn has adopted, is the fel. 
lowing : * our three firſt Goſpels contain three Greek tray 
lations made from the ſame Hebrew original and indepen. 
dently of each other *. | 

But this ſuppoſition is likewiſe incapable of explaining 
the verbal harmony of our three firſt Goſpels ; for in the 
firſt place, no two tranſlators of the ſame original wil 
agree for whole ſentences together both in the choice 
and in the poſition of their words, and in ſuch a manner 
as to produce the ſame text, unleſs their tranſlation 
have ſome connexion with each other. Compare onl 
Mark xi. 13— 32. in Sect. XXXV. with the parallel 
portion in St. Matthew's Goſpel, and fee whether i i; 
poſſible for two independent tranſlators to produce tuo 
ſuch ſimilar texts for twenty verſes together . In thel 
twenty verſes the texts of St. Matthew and St, Mat 
might really paſs for one and the ſame text, in which: 
multiplication of copies had produced a few triflino 
deviations :. at leaſt they do not differ more from each 
other, than each differs from itſelf in different manu- 

ſcripts. Even where one author profeſſedly copis 
from another, or two authors profeſſedly copy from 4 
third, how frequently does it happen, that an author: 
own copy contains deviations from the work of which 
he intends to give a literal tranſcript ? A few trifling de 
viations therefore will no more prove, that the two tats 
were formed independently of each other, than the di. 
ferences between Robert Stephen's quotations from by 
Codex B and Wetſtein's quotations from his Codex I 
will prove that g and D denote two different manulcrys 

W hoeyer thinks it poſſible, that two texts fo coll 
allied could have been formed independently of eac 
other, or that they are two independent W 
4 * l a ; U 


n In the Diſſertation above quoted, p. 784. 


u In St. Mark's text there is no interruption in the verbal con 
dence, though there is in St. Matthew's, in thoſe places uber b. 
latter has more than the former. For an inſtance of verbal agreemen 
between St. Mark and St. Luke, ſee Set. XXVI. and for an 
of verbal 1 between St. Matthew and St. Luke, ke 
Fourth Diviſion, Sec. KLxeœʒ. | 
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will be eaſily convinced of the contrary by only tranſla- 
ting a Page of a Greek or Latin author, of which he had 
{en no tranſlation, and then comparing his own tranſ- 
ation with a tranſlation already made. Even when one 
tranſlator is well acquainted with the tranſlation of his 
predeceſſor, their tranſlations will not coincide for many 
ſentences together, unleſs the one, inſtead of tranſlating 
for himſelf, copies merely from the other. I will 
inſtance only Dr. Doddridge and Dr. Campbell, and 
compare their tranſlations of Luke i. 1. with each other, 
and with our common verſion. | 


COMMON VERSION, 


Foraſmuch as many have taken in hand, to ſet forth 
in order a declaration of thoſe things, which are moſt 
ſurely believed among us. „ e 


DODDRIDGE'S VERSION. 


Whereas many have undertaken to compoſe the hiſ- 
tory of thoſe facts, which have been confirmed among 
us, | „ 


CAMPBELL'S VERSION, 


Foraſmuch as many have undertaken to compoſe a 
narrative of thoſe things which have been accompliſhed 
ng e , Ty 


Inſtances may likewiſe be produced from one and the 
lame yerſion, in which the ſame Greek text is differently 
rendered in different places, Thus, Chriſt's cenſure of 
the Phariſees, which is related by St. Mark, ch. xii, 
| 3340. and by St. Luke, ch. xx. 45—47- in almoſt 

the ſame words, appears in our common Engliſh verſion, 
under a very different form in St. Luke's Goſpel, from 

that under which it appears in St. Marks. | 
| 4 Greek 
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Greek expreſſions i 

_ © Madkand by | Martes Gospel. in S.. Lake Cid 
ros Hederte + which love which deſre 

eee, to go . to walk 

"uy CON, in long clothing, in long robes, 
a e;e dſalutations greetings 

e rag a οαν,, {in the market 2 in the markets, 
* @ewToxabideac and the chief cats, and the higheſt ſeats, 


xa WEWTOKALIO barge and the uppermoſt rooms. and the chief rooms, 


ln the compaſs of one ſhort ſentence we have here not 
leſs than ſeven eaſy Greek expreſſions, all of which ar: 
differently rendered in two places of the ſame verſion, 
Is it . credible then, if our three firſt Goſpels contained 
three independent tranſlations of the ſame original, that 
they would reſemble-each other in the manner, in wich 
they do? The numerous and long examples of verbal 
coincidence, which have been produced in the preced- 
ing Table, are ſurely proofs of the contrary. In tranſlating 
from Hebrew into Greek there is ſtill leſs probability af 
agreeing by mere accident, than in tranſlating from 
Greek into Engliſh, becauſe the Greek language admits 
of much greater variety both in the choice and in the 
pPoſition of the words, than the Engliſh language“ I 
then Engliſh tranſlations of the ſame original can difr 
ſo much from each other, we muſt not expect unitor 
.mity in Greek tranſlations. of the ſame original, ul 
thoſe tranſlations have ſome connexion with each oth, 
And it is leaſt of all to be expected, when the — 
23 1415 900 F 55323008 a0 +4, -themſes 


2 If it ſhould be objected that Helleniſtic Greek, as it is called, da 
not adtrit-of the fame variety as claſſic Greek, we need only compar 
the Greek verſions of the Hebrew Bible, made by the {cvent); of 
Aquila, and by Symmachus. Thus in Gen. i. N MYR” 
rendered in the LXX. 2 a t οιννα, by Aquila u xi$aMw 110 

by Symmachus « gx &xTi9&—J12) WIT is rendered in tit 
og νο & eaxxT&0xiwvaros, by Aquila r Ka e981, by Symmun 
* X&s adiaxgitror. ; And this variation of expreſſion 15 ville 1 
every chapter of theſe Greek tranſlations, as may be ſeen on confulug 

: R Hexapla. TM . 


* 


8 


THREE FIRST GOSPELS, 169 


themſelves have not an uniformity of character, when 
the one prefers a free and paraphraſtical, the other cloſe 


and literal tranſlation. Wherever ſucſ tranſlators agree 


word for word, for many ſentences together, ſome cauſe 
muſt have operated, which did not operate, where they 
have different texts. ES PL | 
Further, the difficulty attending the ſuppoſition that 
our three firſt Goſpels contain independent tranſlations 
is increaſed by the, circumſtance, that they frequently 
zoree in the ſame place in the choice of the ſame unuſual 
expreſſion, which they themſelves have never uſed on 
any other occaſion. - I quote no examples at preſent, 
becaule thoſe, which occur in the parallel paſſages above- 
ſtated, have been already particularly note. 
But we will ſuppoſe, that it was poſſible for inde- 
pendent tranſlators, and for tranſlators of a very different 
deſcription, to agree verbally in ſuch numerous and lon 
examples, as are found in the above-ſtated- ſections. 


| The queſtion then to be aſked will be: What is the 


realon that the Evangeliſts do not agree more frequent- 
ly? What is the reaſon that one ſection exhibits ex- 
amples of very cloſe agreement, and that the very next 
lection exhibits no example of agreement whatever? 
How comes it to paſs that, though there is ſo remarkable 
a coincidencę between the Greek texts of St. Matthew 
and St, Luke in the portions, which are peculiar to theſe 
tuo Evangeliſts, they never coincide in the narrative, 
nich runs through all three Evangeliſts, except in the 


places, where both agree at the ſame time with St. 


Mark? How comes it to paſs that, though St. Mark 


| and St, Luke frequently coincide in the narrative, which 


runs through all three Evangeliſts, this coincidence 
caſes in the paſſages which are common only to thoſe 
Wo! And on the other hand how comes it to paſs that 
in the ſections common to all three, St. Matthew and 
St. Mark have ſo remarkable a verbal coincidence in 
numerous and long examples, where St, Luke relates 
the ſame thing in very different words? What can be 
jac reaſon that St. Matthew and St, Mark, though they 

; | have 
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have in ſo many other places a very remarkable verbal 
agreement, never agree in a ſingle ſentence, throughout 
all thoſe ſections, which occupy in St. Matthew's Goſpel 
a different place, from that, which they occupy in St. 
Mark's? And what can be the reaſon, that throughout 
all & St. Mark never fails to agree verbally with St. Luke, 
where St. Luke agrees verbally with St. Matthew, though 
upon the whole the examples of verbal diſagreement 
between St. Mark and St. Luke are much more nume. 
Tous, than the examples of agreement ? Theſe are phe- 
nomena which cannot be ſolved on the ſuppoſition of 
independent tranſlations, even if it be granted, that the 
examples of coincidence, when conſidered apart from 
the examples of diſagreement, might have been effected 
without any connexion between the tranſlations. If in 
one ſet of ſections, as in the ſections common to St. 
Matthew and St. Luke, or in the ſections, which St. 
Matthew and St. Mark have in the ſame order, tuo 
tranſlators had the ability to produce tranſlations, which 
in numerous and long examples verbally coincided, 
though there was no connexion between their tranſla- 
tions, it is inconceivable that this ability ſhould have 
ceaſed, as ſoon as they came to another ſet of ſections: 
and if the ſame independence prevailed throughout, it 1 
incredible that the effects ſhould have been ſo very dit 
ferent. Further, the phenomena above-mentioned are 
not only inexplicable on the ſuppoſition of independent 
tranſlations,” but are abſolutely incompatible with the 
ſuppoſition. That ph@nomenon in particular, that St. 
Mark, who upon the whole differs verbally from St. Luke 
much more frequently than he agrees with him, fails in 
no inſtance througliout all & to agree verbally with St. 
Luke, where St. Luke agrees verbally with St. Matthen, 
is an effect, which could not poſſibly have been produced, 
if all three Goſpels had been tranſlations made inde- 
pendently of each other. Again, if the Greek tranfla- 
tions exhibited in the Goſpels of St. Matthew and dt: 
Luke had: been made independently of each other, t 
would not have been in the power of St. Luke, = 
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has ſo remarkable a verbal agreement with St. Matthew 
in the ſections T, to have avoided all verbal agreement 
with St. Matthew throughout the whole of N, except in 
the places, where St. Mark likewiſe agreed with St. Mat- 
thew. Some connexion therefore, whatever it was, 
muſt have taken place, beſide that, which the Evange- 
its mutually derived from their common Hebrew, 
original. | 
It is true, that if an original is eaſy in one place and 
dificult in another, tranſlators, who have no know- 
ledge of each other's writings, will in general approach 
nearer to each other in places of the .former, than in 
thoſe of the latter deſcription ®. But this principle is 
wholly inadequate to the explanation of the phanomena 
juſt mentioned. For if in the numerous places, where 
the Greek text of St. Matthew and St. Mark agree, we 
ſay that the original was eaſy, we ſhall be at a loſs for 
the reaſon why St. Luke's text in moſt of thole places ts 
lo very different: and on the other hand, if in the 
places, where the Greek texts of St. Matthew and St. 
Luke are different, we ſay that the original was difficult, 
the agreement between St. Mark and St. Luke in ſo 
many of thoſe places remains unexplained. This prin- 
ciple therefore, whatever latitude be given to it, cannot 
polſibly explain all the phænomena: and in fact the 
phænomena are of ſuch a kind, that an application of it 
in the preſent caſe will involve us in contradictions. 
For if the agreement between the texts of St. Matthew 
and St. Mark warrant the ſuppoſition, that the original 
was ealy, the diſagreement between St. Matthew and St. 
Luke in the very ſame places will warrant the ſuppoſi- 
non that the original was difficult. We may fafely 
iner therefore that, if our three firſt - Goſpels con- 
laned three tranſlations made independently of each 
other, whether by the Evangeliſts themſelves, or by 
ay other perſons, whoſe tranſlations the Evangeliſts 
adopted, 


* This is the reaſon aſſigned by Eichhorn (Allgem. Bibl. Vol. V. 
1 why our Evangeliſts ſometimes agree in words, at other times 
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adopted *, they could not have verbally agreed in the 
manner, in which they do, and likewiſe have verbal 
diſagreed in the manner in which they do. 
Perhaps in order to invalidate the inference, which has 
been deduced from the examples of verbal harmony, it 
will be objected, that ſuch harmony may be the reſult of 
later alterations made by tranſcribers of the Goſpels! 
and therefore that whoever founds a ſyſtem on them 
builds on a very precarious foundation. Now I readily 
grant, that tranſcribers have in various places alteredand 
interpolated one Goſpel from another. But then as far 
as we can trace ſuch alterations in the manuſcripts, 
which are now extant, we find them 1ndiſcriminately 
made in all three Goſpels, and we percetve that 
tranſcribers were as prone to make alterations in one 
Goſpel, as they were in another, and in any one part of 
a Goſpel, as they were in another part of it. We ma 
conclude the fame therefore of thoſe tranſcribers, who 
copied the Goſpels in, the ſecond and third centuri, 
Further, the attempts of tranfcribers ro produce harmony 
between the Evangeliſts have conſiſted rather in the 
making of inſertions, where one text was ſhorter than 
another, than in the alteration of words and phraſes 
already uſed : and their object was, not fo much to make 
the Evangeliſts ſay the fame thing in the fame wora,, 3 
to make the one fay as much as the other. Thus in the 
Lord's Prayer which in St. Luke's genuine text, ch. v. 
2—4. was delivered more conciſely than it was by St. 
Matthew, ch. v. 9—13. they interpolated in St. Lukes 
text, net s er Tos dea ven — en To YA qu, Ws f 
, xi £78 7 Yun, — and GANG Vo as g are T8 Th 
from St. Matthew's Goſpel. Vet, notwithſtanding thi 
exceſſive interpolation for ſo ſhort a paſſage, an 1nterpo- 
lation found in mf of the Greek MSS. now extant, the 


words 
; | D Eichhorn (A. B. Vol. V. p. 784) leaves this undetermined. 


4 Semler in his Remarks annexed to the German rranſlation 0 
Townfon's Diſcourſes on the four Goſpels, Vol. I. P. 222. 223. 


xecourſe ta this conjecture. 
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words which St. Luke had actually uſed, as 9s nw ro x 


ge, —ras Ep aprite; —K2L VAR αοννενe Wavrs of =, 
where St. Matthew's Greek text is vos ui THh{aEpoy — 
72 opt — ws K NEG — T055 oOtrAerars nuuv, have 
been altered in very few Greek MSS. and all of theſe 
words have been altered in only one. But admitting 
that the early tranſcribers, had formed the reſolution of 
producing a verbal harmony, and moreover that they 
mere inclined to make alterations 1n one Goſpel, rather 
than in another, and in one part of a Goſpel, rather 
than in another part of it, we cannot ſuppoſe that they 
had the power to make alterations in all thoſe places, and 
in thoſe places only, where we find a verbal harmony. 
For this power would imply, what no one can eaſily 
believe, that they had made an analyſis of the Goſpels 
into N, a, G, &c. fimilar to that which has been above- 
ſtated: fince without ſuch an analyſis, they could not 
have known how to confine their alterations to the places 
& that particular deſcription, which I have noted above. 
And that they had both the power and the inclination 
to make in & numerous and long alterations in St. Mat- 
thew or St. Mark, to make many in y and T 1n St. 
Matthew or St. Luke, yet on the other hand to harmo- 
F ne St. Matthew and St. Luke in only a few places 
throughout all &, to ſelect like wiſe thoſe places preciſely 
rom the number of thoſe in which they had harmonized 
d. Matthew and St. Mark, in no other part of & what- 
ever to alter St. Luke from St. Matthew, or St. Matthew 


N. from St. Luke, or to neglect in no inſtance to alter St. 
N Matthew or St. Mark, where they had made St. Luke 
om tarmonize with St. Mark or St. Matthew, to make 
„ie WY cial alterations in a and y, but to let the numerous 
95 additions Þ paſs without any alteration, except in one, 
* ſhort ſentence, is ſurely incredible. Though it 


muſt be. granted therefore,. that in various detached 
Palſages the verbal harmony of the Evangeliſts has been 
oceaſioned by the alterations of tranſcribers, yet pv 
lle whole the verbal agreement and diſagreement is of 

ſuch 
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ſuch a particular deſcription, that the chief cauſe of | 
mult have exiſted antecedent to the Goſpels themſelys, 

; That in our three firſt Goſpels the ſame thing is reed 
in different words more frequently than in the faqs 
words, does not at all affect the poſition, that they 4 
not contain three tranſlations made independently d 
each other. For there is no inconſiſtency in ſuppoſing, 
that two tranſlations of the ſame original ſhould ven 
frequently difter from each other, even though the one 
made uſe of the tranſlation of the other, or both of then 
uſed in common ſome more ancient tranſlation. In fid 
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it may be reaſonably expected, that ſuch tranſlator, iſted, 
_ unleſs we degrade them every where to mere tranſcriber, tim t. 
ſhould ſometimes exhibit the fame at other times dif. tis H 
ferent tranſlations, according as they wrote, either with comme 


C14 
various 


ot without foreign aidf. The aflertion therefore that 
our three firſt Goſpels do not contain three tranſlation 


made independently of each other is perfectly confiſten ting 

with the examples of diſagreement, as well as with te rlatire 

examples of agreement: whereas the contrary opinion, be inſe 

as I have already ſhewn, 1s not conſiſtent with both. which | 

| | 8 0 

: | . d 

11 8 0 5 reſpecti 

3 Mark, 
II. 


OF THE VARIOUS FORMS, UNDER WHICH THE GENE 
RAL SUPPOSITION OF A COMMON HEBREW Poel. 
MENT MAY BE REPRESENTED: WITH A GENERAL 


' NOTATION COMPRISING ALL POSSIBLE FORMS. in fact it 


| : | Ip 
S the ſuppoſition, © that our three firſt Goſpel n at 
contain three independent tranſlations of teen 
ſame Hebrew original,” is only one out of _—— 3 
e oO Why 

h 7 had 

f The paſſages therefore which critics have quoted as examples d our thr 
independent tranſlation (See Eichhorn. Allg. Bib. Vol. V. p. ** dan, and 
$48, &c.) prove only that, if our three firſt Goſpels contain it 7 "+ leaves | 
tions of a common Hebrew original, the tranſlations in 27 17 ade uſe « 
were made without any connexion with each other. But we mu ions of 
convert this partial inference into a general one. refions a5 
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forms, under which the general hypotheſis, © that a 
common original was the bafis of our three firſt Goſ- 
el, may be preſented, the hypotheſis may be admiſ- 
üble in one form, though not in another. Let us ſee 
then whether ſome form may not be difcovered, in 
which the hypotheſis will account for all the pheno- 
mena obſervable in our three firſt Goſpels. 
The leading features, which muſt always remain to 


ery 

2 the hypotheſis, whatever ſhape it aſſumes in other re- 
em ſpects, are the following. | 

alt 1. Before any of our canonical Greek Goſpels ex- 


liſted, a narrative of Chriſt's tranſactions from his bap- 
tim to his death had been written in Hebrews: and 
this Hebrew document contained the matter, which is 
common to all three Evangeliſts. | 

2, In various tranſcripts of this Hebrew document 
rarious additions were made to the original text, con- 
vſting partly in the notice of additional circumſtances 
relative to tranſactions already recorded, and partly in 
the inſertion of whole ſections deſcriptive of tranſactions 
which had been left wholly unnoticed. | 

3. Three ſeparate copies of this Hebrew document, 
eich differently modified and enriched, formed the 
relpedtive baſesk of the Goſpels of St. Matthew, St. 
Mark, and St. Luke. | 


If 


ENF ; 4 | 
8 8 * By the term © Hebrew ? is here meant not preciſely the language 
00 N If the Old Teſtament, but the language ſpoken in Jeruſalem in ” 
ERA 


ne of the Apoſtles, which the ancient fathers call Hebrew, though 
Þ fact it was Chaldee with an intermixture of old Hebrew words. 


18. 


olpel I purpoſely uſe here a very general term, in order that it may 
olpe nelude all poſſible modifications of this hypotheſis: and I avoid the 
Fe ron copies of the Hebrew document uſed by the Evangeliſt,” 
mam Pecauſe tome writers, who adopt .the hypotheſis, ſuppoſe that the 
forms, n did not uſe any copy of the Hebrew document, and that 
les d 7 bad only Greek tranſlations of it. Eichhorn's whole analyſis 
— uy three fir. Goſpels is likewiſe conducted on the moſt general 
"ral Ih and he expreſsly declares (Allg. Bib. Vol. V. p. 784.), that 
| pl * the queſtion undecided,” whether our three firſt Evangeliſts 
"nt a © uſe of the Hebrew document, or whether they had only tranſ- 


x * of it. Conſequently, .unlefs care be taken to make the ex- 
ſellons as general as poſſible, great confuſion may ariſe. 5 
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| hereafter. 


If the notation, N, «, G, y, &c: which was adoptel 
above, to expreſs the ſeveral parts of our three ff 
Goſpels, be applied to this hypotheſis, the contents of 
the Hebrew document mentioned No. 1. before a 
of the inſertions mentioned No. 2. were made in . 
will be properly repreſented by N. For & dendin 
what is contained in all three Goſpels : and that, which 
is common to all three muſt be ſuppoſed to have foo 
in the document, which furniſhed their common mi. 
terials. The notion, however, muſt not be applied i 


in the 
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ſo ſtrict a ſenſe, as if the Hebrew document contan ich 
0 more than what we find in in all'7hree Goſpels: fi lerived 
this would imply not only that not one of the Era. "Pol 
geliſts, but that not one of the tranſcribers of the Fkuch | 
Hebrew document omitted a ſingle ſentence, which red. 
was contained in it. Further, fince according to the ** 

ve- 


principle laid down by Eichhorn, © that, when tw 
Evangeliſts agree in augmenting any one of the XII. 
general ſections by the fame addition, ſuch addition 
was contained in both of the copies of the Hebren 
document, from which their Goſpels were derived, 
it follows that the copy from which St. Matther's 
Goſpel was derived, contained the additions a andy, 


th Eid 


Eichh 


a The { 
u the cu; 


| 13. L 
the copy from which St. Mark's Goſpel was dere by ; 
the additions « and g, and the copy from which &. cumſtanc 
Luke's Goſpel was derived the additions 6 aod 1... 
Again, ſince the whole ſections denoted by A are err, tho, 
ſerted in the Goſpels of St. Matthew and St. Mark u Matthes 
the ſame places“, and alſo the whole ſections denomi © = 
nated. by. B are inſerted by St. Mark and St. Luke it hel, wi 

_ the ſame parts of their Goſpels, it follows from the jul-W i of 


mentioned principle, that the ſections A were contains 


in the copy, from which St. Matthew's Goſpel wWc;... 


derived, that the ſections B were contained in the co », 4 
from which St. Luke's Goſpel was derived, and 5e 
al i 5 8 pets 0 
Eichhorn Allg: Bibl. Vol. V. p. 797. 
Therg is one exception to this rule, which will be conſid 
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in the copy from which St. Mark's Goſpel was derived! 
Joe the ſections T, ſome are inſerted, like A and B, in 
orreſponding places”, whilſt others, and thoſe the 
moſt numerous, are inſerted in places, which do not 
orreſpond to each other. The ſections I therefore muſt 
de divided into two diſtin& claſſes, the former of 
hich may be denoted by T., the other by T.. Thoſe , 
f the former claſs, T“, muſt be ſuppoſed to have been 
ontained in the copies of the Hebrew document from 
ich the Goſpels of St. Matthew and St. Luke were 
ferived, for the very ſame reaſon as the ſections A are 
uppoſed to have been contained in the copies, from 
ich the Goſpels of St. Matthew and St. Mark were 
rived, But we cannot make this ſuppoſition of the 
eftions T'; at leaſt there is no ground for it on the 
bore-mentioned principle. We will ſuppoſe therefore, 
ith Eichhorn®, that theſe ſections were derived from 

| a docu- 


Eichhorn Allg. Bibl. Vol. V. p. 960. 


The ſermon on the mount. Matth. v. vi. vii. Luke vi. 20—49. 
u the cure of the centurion's ſervant at Capernaum. Matth. viii. 


nd 3; 13. Luke vii. 1—10. occupy in both Goſpels correſpondent 
rived laces, For Sect. XI. of the general ſections, which contains The 
\ &, cumſtances preparatory to the ſermon on the mount,” is Matth. iv. 
F —3;, Mark ui. 7—19. Luke vi. 12— 19. The ſermon itſelf 
d,. erefore follows both in St. Matthew and St. Luke in the ſame 
e U. ter, though St. Luke is much leſs copious on this ſubje& than 
rk in Matthew. Again, the cure of the centurion's ſervant at Caper- 


um follows the ſermon on the mount in both Goſpels. In St. 


on uke's Goſpel it follows without any interval: in St. Matthew's 
ke cel, with an interval of four verſes, ch. yiii. 1—4, which how- 
| juſt r is of no importance, becauſe theſe four verſes contain one of 
ane general ſections, which St. Matthew has inſerted in parts of his 


del, which do not correſpond to the parts, which they occupy in 
Goſpels of St. Mark and St. Luke. | 


Fag. 965—967. Eichhorn obſerves in general terms, that the 
wons peculiar to St. Matthew and St. Luke are not in correſpon- 
lt parts of their Goſpels, and hence draws the general inference 
they were not inſerted in copies of the common Hebrew docu- 
at, But fince ſome exceptions muſt be made in the premiſes, 


exceptions muſt be made in the inference. - 


M 


nſidert 
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a document, which was detached from, or not ine. befor 


porated into the document N. This ſupplemeny ber p 
Hebrew document, from which the ſections T. yr The 
derived, may be denoted by 2. 3 capab 
The notation, which was uſed to repreſent the cp podes, 
tents of our three firſt Goſpels, being thus adapted yi! the 
the common Hebrew document, with its ſeveral al four t 
ditions, we may repreſent the three copies of that comet the 
mon Hebrew document, which ſerved as the reſpefin bill 0 
baſes of the Goſpels of St. Matthew, St. Mark, a(izofatic 
St. Luke, in the following manner. . * 
| | = Luke 

1 \ contents of the copy, from vi e com 
nr 4 St. Matthew's Golpel was derived 49 
ay aſſu 


contents of the copy, from whid 
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contents of the copy, from whic 
nnn ‚ St. Luke's Goſpel was derived, 


II. 


OF SOME CAUTIONS NECESSARY TO BE OBSERVE 


IN DETERMINING ANY PARTICULAR FOR. ky 
TS. able | 
HE hypotheſis, that our three firſt Goſpels W_refore, 

derived from a common Hebrew original, blWznome: 

thus ſtated in general terms, the next ſtep is to era] hy 
mine, whether this hypotheſis in any one form "Wbinati, 
account for the various phenomena obſervable in ns ma 
three firſt Goſpels. If the. hypotheſis, in no f Mpoth 
whatſoever will ſatisfactorily account for theſe. preſent 


mena, the whole muſt be rejected as devoid of fo 
dation, On the other hand, if in any one paſt 
form, and in that form only, it does account for l 

: ; px 


This is 
q 810, ) 
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zhomena, the hypotheſis may be retained, but all 
ther particular forms of it muſt be diſcarded. 

The variety of forms, which the general hypotheſis 
capable of aſſuming, is occaſioned by the variety of 
nodes, in which it may be ſuppoſed, that the copies 
the common Hebrew document became the baſes 
four three firſt Goſpels. For one perſon may ſuppoſe 
bat the Evangeliſts uſed the Hebrew copies themſelves, 
hilſt others may ſuppoſe that they uſed only Greek 
anflations of them. One perſon may ſuppoſe, that 
t Matthew wrote in Greek, as well as St. Mark and 
Luke, and that all three tranſlated from copies of 
e common Hebrew document *, while another, who 
kewiſe preſuppoſes that St. Matthew wrote in Greek, 
y aſſume, that one or more of them made uſe only 
Greek tranſlations. Or it may be ſuppoſed, that 
je or more of them made uſe both of the Hebrew 
ginal, and of Greek tranſlations. Various combina- 
ons of theſe Greek verſions may alſo be deviſed. On 
e other hand, St. Matthew may be ſuppoſed to have 
en in Hebrew, in which. caſe it cannot well, be 
ppoled that he uſed a Greek tranſlation : but then 
e ſuppoſitions, which may be made relative to St. 
uk and St. Luke are as various, as when it is pro- 
poſed that St. Matthew wrote in Greek. 

Among all thefe forms, it is evident that one only 
i be the true one: and that whatever form is the 
e one, it muſt account for all the phænomena ob- 
able in our three firſt Goſpels. The firſt ſtep 
refore, which we muſt take, is to compare theſe 
enomena with the ſeveral forms, under which the 
teral hypotheſis may be repreſented. But as various 
binations are imaginable, and various complex 
ms may be ſuppoſed, we muſt take care in forming 
lypotheſis, to put together only ſuch parts, as are 
auſtent with each other. Further, when we have 
| adopted 


This is Leſſing's opinion , in his Theologiſcher Nachlaſs (Berlin, 
þ bv0,) p. 58 — 68. 
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adopted a particular form, whether ſimple or complex, 
we muſt abide by that form in our explanation of 40 
the phænomena, however manifold thoſe phznomen; 
may be: and we muſt not account for one phenomenon 
on the ſuppoſition, for inſtance, that St. Matthey 
wrote in Greek, and for another phznomenon, on the 
ſuppoſition, that he wrote in Hebrew. 

There is no part of the hypotheſis, in which ſo much 
caution is neceſſary, as in that which relates to $, 
Matthew's Goſpel. If we ſuppoſe that St. Matthey 
wrote in Greek, as well as St. Mark and St. Luke, 
St. Matthew's Goſpel is placed in the fame relation ty 
the aſſumed common Hebrew document, as that, in 
which the Goſpels of St. Mark and St. Luke ſtand: 
and in this caſe the general hypotheſis may be appli 
in the ſame manner to all three Goſpels. Again, if ne 


ſuppoſe that St. Matthew wrote in Hebrew, and thit 


the firſt of our Greek Goſpels is fimply a tranſlation 
of it, we may analyſe St. Matthew's Hebrew origin 
through the medium of the Greek tranſlation: and 
the hypothefis may be applied to St. Matthew's Goſpd 
in a ſimilar, though not preciſely in the fame mane; 


as to thoſe of St. Mark and St. Luke. We need only 


make the following alteration, and ſay: St. Matthes, 
though he derived materials for his Goſpel from ths 


ſource, from which St. Mark and St. Luke drew, jet 


left thoſe materials in the language, in which he unt 
them. Bur, if it be ſuppoſed, that St. Matthew wit 
in Hebrew, and that the firſt of our Greek Goſpeb 
more than a bare tranſlation of it, that is, if we {up 
poſe that the tranſlator inſtead of giving only his or 
ginal in a Greek dreſs, arranged, digeſted, and a 
mented it, ſo as to produce a Greek Golpel, whil 
was different from St. Matthew's Hebrew original, i 
application of the hypotheſis to St. Matthew's Goff 
is attended with difficulty, becauſe we ſhall not find! 
eaſy to determine in all caſes, what St. Matthew t 
and what was added by his tranſlator. - It is true tat 


we may analyſe the firſt of our Greek Goſpels, 1 
i col 
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conſider its relation to the ſecond, and third, whether 
it received its preſent form and extent from St. Mat- 
they, or from a perſon unknown. But then if we 
ſuppoſe, that ſome unknown perſon, who gave to it 
its preſent form and extent, made a Goſpel written in 
Hebrew by St. Matthew the baſis of it, we cannot well 
apply the general hypotheſis, that our three firſt Goſ- 
pels were derived from a common Hebrew document, 
unleſs we make the additional ſuppoſition, that St. 
Matthew's Hebrew Goſpel was that common docu- 
ment?. But whoever adopts this ſuppoſition muſt 
cceflarily abandon the opinion that neither St, Mark 
or St, Luke made uſe of St. Matthew's Goſpel. In 
the application of the general hypotheſis, the difference 
between the ſuppoſition that our firſt Greek Goſpel 
5 imply a tranſlation from a Hebrew Goſpel written 
dy St, Matthew, and the ſuppoſition that it was de- 
ved from a Hebrew Goſpel, in the ſame manner. as 
tis ſuppoſed that St. Mark's Goſpel was derived, con- 
its in this, that in the former caſe it is really St. 
atthew's Goſpel, whereas in the latter caſe it is no 
hore St, Matthew's Goſpel, than the Hebrew docu- 
ent, from which St. Mark's is ſuppoſed to have been 
Iran, can be called St. Mark's Goſpel. In the former 
ale, we can derive St. Matthew's Hebrew Goſpel 
ll, through the medium of the Greek tranſlation, 
om the ſame common Hebrew document, as we de- 
ie the Goſpels of St. Mark and St. Luke: in the 
ter caſe the inveſtigation is inverted, and St. Mat- 
icn's Hebrew Goſpel, inſtead of being derived from 
e ſame document as thoſe of St. Mark and St. Luke, 
comes itſelf the common document. It will be ob- 
Ked perhaps, that what has been ſaid in this para- 
| | graph 
This additional ſuppoſition is made by Corrodi, and J. E. C. 
midi. See Verſuch einer Beleuchtung der Geſchichte des Jii- 
hen und Chriſtichen Bibelkanons (Halle, 1792, 2 Vol. 8vo.), 
l. I. p. 152. and Henke Magazin fur Religions-philoſophie 
ele und Küchengeſchichte, Val IV: ie 
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addition 
third co 
nched | 


graph contains an argumentation about words, rather 
than about facts, ſince we may analyſe our three füt 
Goſpels, as we now find them, and conſider their re. 
lation both to each other and to a ſuppoſed common 
original, without even aſking, either by whom theſ 
Greek Goſpels, or by whom the ſuppoſed comma 
Hebrew document was written. Now that an analy 
may be conducted on this broad ſcale, no one wil 
deny: but on the other hand, if we mention the name 
of St. Matthew at all, (and no reaſon can be affignel 
why we ſhould not, ſince the voice of all antiquiy 
aſcribes a Goſpel to St. Matthew), we muſt take car, 
in ſo doing, to be every where conſiſtent. 
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CHAP. XIII. 


THE VARIOUS FORMS OF THE ABOVE-MENTIONED 
GENERAL SUPPOSITION, AS THEY MAY BE RF 
PRESENTED, WHEN IT Is ASSUMED THAT t. 
MATTHEW WROTE IN GREEK, TRIED BY THI 
PHANOMENA IN THE VERBAL HARMONY OF TH 


GOSPELS. ſhall nc 

. 3. 

„ Hpreoqeas obſervations being premiſed, reſpectig # of G 
the caution neceſſary to be obſerved in determ: Now 
ning any particular form of the general hypotheſis, | ther H 
us try in the firſt place, whether, on the ſuppoſition been u 
that St. Matthew wrote in Greek, a form may be de copies, 
viſed, which will account for all the phænomena in ou tained 
three firſt Goſpels. On this ſuppoſition, St. Matthews of &, 
Goſpel, according to the ſtatement above made, c bind a 
tains a Greek tranſlation 'of a copy of the Hebrew 0 <ontair 
cument &, which had been enriched by the addition by bg 
„ TY +A+T*: St. Luke's Goſpel of another cop} 0 . 


the ſame document, which had been enriched by tl 
| 8 additions 
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additions, +4 +B+T* : and St. Mark's Goſpel of a 
third copy of the ſame document, which had been en- 
iched by the additions « +B+A+B. Now we may 
afſume, | | | 

1. That all three Evangeliſis tranſlated immediately from 
the Hebrew, and that in making their tranſlations, they 
cnſulted neither each other's Goſpels, nor any Greek tranſla- 
tim previouſly made. | 

But then our three firſt Goſpels would contain three 
perfectly independent tranſlations, which, as has been 
already ſhewn, is not true. Conſequently this form 
i; inadmiſſible, | : 

2. That all three tranſlated immediately from the Hebrew, 
hit that the ſucceeding Evangeliſis made uſe likewiſe of the 
| Goſpels of the preceding, and that in many. paſſages, inſtead 
of tranſlating for themſelves, the one tranſcribed from the 
other, | 

This form is likewiſe inadmiffible. For it has been 
already ſhewn, in ch. 8. that the phenomena in the 
verbal harmony of our three firſt Goſpels cannot be 
explained on the ſuppoſition, that one Evangelift co- 
pied from the other. If therefore we unite this ſup- 
poſition with the hypotheſis of a common Hebrew 
document, in order to explain what the ſupppoſition 
of three independent tranſlations does not explain, we 
ſhall not anſwer the purpoſe, for which we unite them. 

3. That St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St. Luke made 
iſe of Greek tranſlations only. 8 

Now ſince & was contained in all three copies, whe- 
ther Hebrew or Greek, which are ſuppoſed to have 
been uſed by the Evangeliſts, either the three Greek 
copies, aſſumed in the preſent caſe, muſt have con- 
tuned the ſame Greek tranſlation of the Hebrew text 
of e, or two of them contained the ſame, and the 
third a different tranſlation, or laſtly theſe three copies 
contained a mixture of tranſlations. To repreſent this 
by ow: either all three copies contained the ſame 
Tranſlation X: or two of them contained the tranſlation 
4, and the third the tranſlation Y: or one contained 


* 


Luke, is inexplicable. 
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the tranſlation X, another the tranſlation J, ang tt 
third the tranſlation Z: or one, or more of them, con- 
rained a mixture of X and Z, or of X and 2, 
Fand Z, or of X, T, and Z.- 

But all three cannot have contained the ſame Greek 
tranſlation. For in that caſe the principal materials gf 
our three firſt Greek Goſpels would have been drawn 
from the ſame Greek ſource, which has been alrea 
ſhewn to be impoſſible . Nor can two of theſe copie 
have contained the ſame tranſlation, while the third 
contained a different tranſlation. For if we ſuppoſe 
that St. Matthew and St. Mark uſed the ſame tranſl. 
tion, and St. Luke a different one, or that St. Mat- 
thew and St. Luke uſed the ſame tranſlation and 9. 
Mark a different one, the numerous examples of der. 
bal agreement in XN between St. Mark and St. Luke 
remain ' unexplained : and, on the other hand, if ve 
ſuppoſe that St. Mark and St. Luke had the ſame tran 
lation, but St. Matthew a different one, the ſtill more 
numerous examples of verbal agreement in & between 
St. Matthew and St. Mark remain unexplained. Stil 


leſs can all three have uſed different tranſlations: for 


on this ſuppoſition, St. Mark's verbal agreement with 
St. Matthew, as well as his verbal agreement with dt. 

There remains then only the laſt caſe, that the Eran 
geliſts made uſe of copies, which contained a mixture 
of tranſlations. Now the various modes, in which 


| ſuch a mixture may be imagined to have taken place, 


are very numerous: but among all, which J have tri 
(and I have made all imaginable combinations), 0 
one will account for all the phenomena in our thre 
firſt Goſpels. That which approaches the neareſt to 


a ſolution of the phænomena, is the following": That 


k See above Ch. . 


4 Three is the ſmalleſt number of tranſlations, which my 


aſſumed, becauſe if only two different tranſlations had ente 


the compoſition of the three copies, ſuppoſed to have been * 
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9. Matthew uſed a copy XV, which was a compilation 
from 120 different tranſlations X aud V, that St. Luke uſed 
a 40% YL, which was a compilation from the tranſlation Y 
and a third tranſlation E, and that St. Mark uſed a copy 
XYZ, which was a compilation from the tranjlations X, 
Y and Z. If we adopt this form, we may ſay, that in 
whatever place all three Evangeliſts uſe the ſame words, 
the text of the tranſlation J, was in that place in all 
three copies : that where St. Matthew and St. Mark 
verbally agree, without St. Luke, the text of the tranſ- 
lation X was in the two copies uſed by St. Matthew 
and St. Mark, whence aroſe the verbal agreement be- 
tween theſe two Evangeliſts, and the diſagreement in 
St. Luke, becauſe the tranſlation X did not enter into 
the compoſition of St. Luke's copy: that, where St. 
Mark and St. Luke verbally agree, without St. Mat- 
thew, the text of the tranſlation Z was contained in 
the two copies uſed by St. Mark and St. Luke, whence 
avole the verbal agreement between St. Mark and St. 
Luke, and the diſagreement in St. Matthew, whoſe 
copy contained nothing from the tranſlation Z: thar, 
where St. Matthew and St. Mark relate the ſame thing 
in different words, either St. Matthew's copy had the 
| text of A, but St. Mark's copy that of Vor of Z, or 
St. Matthew's copy the text of Y, but St. Mark's copy 
that of X or Z: that, where St. Mark and St. Luke 
relate the ſame thing in different words, their copies 
had in like manner the texts of different tranſlations: 
ad that, where all three relate the ſame thing in diffe- 
rent words, all three copies had the texts of different 
tranſlations, namely either X, , Z, or X, Z, Z, or 


» 


the magelits, there could have been no paſſage, in which at leaft 
two of theſe copies did not verbally agree. But if our three firſt 
Goſpels had been derived from three fuch Greek documents, the 
txamples in which all three Goſpels contain the ſame thing in dif- 
dent words, could not have been ſo numerous. On the other 
hand, there is no neceſlity for aſſuming more than three different 
mnſlation;, fince three anſwer all the purpoſes of a ſlill greater 


number. 
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Y, Z, X. So far this form appears to ſucceed tolerably 
well. But before we proceed we muſt aſk the followins 
queſtion. When one writer compiles a mixed work 
XY, by copying in this page from the tranſlation J, 
in that page from the tranſlation 7, another writer 
compiles a mixed work 7Z by copying ſometimes from 
Y, at other times from Z, and a third writer compiles 
a mixed work XYZ, by copying in one place from the 
tranſlation X, in another place from the tranſlation 7; 
in another place again from the tranſlation Z, is it to 
be ſuppoſed that, wherever the firſt and the ſecond 
writer happen both of them to copy from the tranſls. 
tion 2, it ſhould never happen to the third writer, who 
has three tranſlations lying before him, to copy in thoſe 
places either from X or from Z In a ſingle inſtance 
only the chance is two to one againſt the fuppoſition, 
and as the inſtances increaſe, the improbability increaſes 
much more rapidly than the inſtances themſelves, Yet 


we muſt neceffarily make this very improbable ſuppo- 


| fition, if the form now under confideration ſhall ac- 


count for the phænomenon, that wherever St. Matthey 


and St. Luke agree verbally in N, St. Mark likeniſ 
agrees verbally with both. For if St. Matthew copied 
from the mixed work XT, St. Luke from the mixed 


work TZ, St. Mark from the mixed work XYZ, and 


it be ſaid, that where St. Matthew and St. Luke ver 


bally agree, the text of the tranſlation Y was in thok 
places in both of their copies, we muſt at the ſame time 
aſſume, that the text of the fame tranſlation 7 was in 
all thoſe places likewiſe in the mixed work, from which 
Sr. Matk copied: for if in any one of theſe places, the 
text either of X, or of Z, had been there, the word 
of St. Mark's Goſpel could not in that place have 
coincided with thoſe of St. Matthew and St. Luke, 
Another phenomenon, which this form is likewiſe in. 
capable of explaining, is, that St. Matthew and d. 
Mark have no verbal agreement in any of thoſe ſections, 
which in St. Matthew's Goſpel occupy different places 
from thoſe, which they occupy in St. Mark's * 
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For this effect could not have been produced by the 


cauſe now under conſideration, unleſs the writers of 
XY and XYZ invariably copied from different tranſla- 
tions throughout all thoſe ſections, which were after- 
wards differently arranged by St. Matthew and St. 
Mark. But in order to have done this, they muſt have 
been endued with the ſpirit of prophecy, if the dif- 
ference of arrangement 1s to be aſcribed either to St. 
Matthew or to St. Mark. And even if it be aſcribed 
to the writer of XY or of XI, ſtill they muſt have 
written in concert, and have preſcribed to themſelves 
a law, for which no reaſon whatever can be aſſigned. 
This form therefore will not account for all the phæ- 
nomena even in N. When we proceed to the phe- 
nomena in a, 8, y, A, B, we muſt likewiſe ſuppoſe, 
that various Greek tranſlations had been made of theſe 
additions, but that one ſet was unmixed, while another 
was mixed. For inſtance, ſince St. Matthew and St. 
Mark ſometimes verbally agree in a, at other times 
verbally differ in a, we muſt ſuppoſe that each of their 
copies contained a mixture of Greek tranſlations of æ: 
but, as St. Mark and St. Luke, except in one ſhort 
ſentence, never agree verbally in g, we muſt ſuppoſe 
that, with exception to that one ſentence, two perfectly 
actin and unmixed tranſlations of 8 had been in- 
ſened in the copies uſed by St. Mark and St. Luke. 
Now, when it is neceſſary to have recourſe to ſo many 
artificial and perplexed combinations, the chance is 
aways againſt an hypotheſis, even if the phænomena 
to be ſolved, can be tolerably explained by it: 
and when theſe phænomena can be eaſily ſolved by a 
imple hypotheſis, the latter is juſtly entitled to the 
preference. Beſides, it is really difficult to comprehend 
by what ſucceſſive gradations three ſuch copies, as it is 
neceflary here to aſſume, could have been formed: and 
d d. tt is inconceivable, that in the two copies uſed by St. 
£1005 I Mark and St. Luke, & ſhould have exiſted in a mix- 
places I ture of tranſlations, while the additions 8, which are 
e interwoven with &, that no one in reading them 
perceives 
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perceives their diſtinction, exiſted in two different 
tranſlations. For theſe additions are not ſuppoſed to 
have exiſted in a ſeparate work, but to have been in. 
ſertions in the text of the Hebrew document. Pur 
ther, if the ſuppoſitions of ſuch a mixture, and gf 
ſuch an unmixture of tranſlations in one and the fame 
work were compatible with each other, yet the bar 
notion that any perſon ever made ſuch an attempt in- 
volves in it ſo much improbability, that a caſe my} 


be very deſperate, when it is neceſſary to have recourſe 


to it. For though nothing is more common than x 


compilation from different works, becauſe it anſyer 
this good purpoſe, that ſcattered materials are brought 
into one maſs, yet a compilation from different tranſ: 
lations of one and the ſame work would be an uſeles 


and even ridiculous undertaking, ſince, if an hundred 


tranſlations were uſed, the compiled work could not 


poſſibly contain more matter, than each tranſlation 
ſingly contained, and would exhibit an heterogeneous 
mixture, which could produce no other effect, than 
diſguſt. Such an undertaking cannot be rendered pro- 
bable by appealing to what critics call Codices eclectici, 
or MSS. of the Greek Teſtament, which contain, not 
tranſcripts from any one MS. but a text formed by 


adopting the readings: of ſeveral MSS. For whe 


length of time and a multiplication of copies of the 
ſame work have produced various readings in it, the 
writer of a MS. (ſince only one of the various reading 
in each place can be the genuine one, and the genuine 
reading may be contained ſometimes in one cop, 


ſometimes in another), may with great propriety hae 


recourſe to ſeveral copies, and ſelect from each tho 
readings, which appear to him to deſerve the preference 
Thus Grieſbach's edition of the Greek Teſtament i 
very valuable Codex eclecticus, containing the mo 


approved readings of all the known MSS. But if an 


editor, who was publiſhing: an edition of the Latin 


New Teſtament, ſhould print in one page from tt 
tranſlation of Eraſmus, in another from the want 
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of Beza, in a third from the tranſlation of Caſtalio, he 
would expoſe himſelf to ridicule. : 
We will ſuppoſe however, in order to leſſen, if poſ- 
ible, the inconveniences attending the form now under 
confideration, that theſe mixtures were the reſult not 
of choice, but of neceſſity, that the perſon, who wrote 
the copy XY, tranſcribed from a 'manuſcript of the 
tranſlation X, in which there were many chaſms, and 
that having no other copy of the tranſlation X, he was 
obliged to fill up theſe chaſms in the tranſcript, which 
he himſelf was making, from a manuſcript of the tranſ- 
lation Y, which happened in thoſe places to be per- 
ft, that in like manner the perſon, who wrote the 
copy 72, tranſcribed from a manuſcript of the tranſ- 
ation Y, which was defective, and that he was ob- 
liged to fill up the chaſms by copying from a manu- 
ſcrpt of the tranſlation Z, which in thoſe places was 
not defective, and laſtly, that the perſon, who wrote 
the copy XZ Z, tranſcribed from a mutilated manu- 
lcript of the tranſlation Z, the chaſms of which he 
upplied, partly from a manuſcript of the tranſlation X, 
and partly, where this manuſcript was likewiſe defec- 
ye, from a manuſcript of the tranſlation Z. Now 
by this repreſentation we avoid the difficulty attending 
the ſuppoſition of a deſignedneſs of compilation: but 
then we expoſe ourſelves to another difficulty, which 
8 equally great. For, as the examples of verbal agree- 
ment are not confined either to the beginning, or to 
the middle, or to the end of our three firſt Goſpels, 
but are ſcattered throughout the whole, the chaſms in 
e manuſcripts of X, J, and Z, which were uſed by 
the writers of XY, YZ, and XYZ, muſt have been 
more numerous, than the circumſtances of thoſe times 
an permit us to ſuppoſe. The Chriſtians of the firſt 
century were in general poor, tranſcripts were attended 
wh expence, and therefore we cannot imagine that 
more were made, than were wanted for actual uſe ; but 
"0 man, who knows how to uſe a manuſcript, and 
underſtands its value, will wantonly mutilate or efface 
It, 
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it. Such accidents happen uſually to thoſe manuſcript 
alone, which fall into the hands of illiterate barbarian: 
who underſtand not the language, in which they ar 
written, who know not their contents, who regard then 
as waſte parchment, and treat them accordingly. There 
1s as much improbability therefore in the ſuppoſition 
that three ſuch mutilated MSS. of the tranſlation X,], 
and Z, exiſted in the firſt century, before our canonicy 
Goſpels were written, as there is in the ſuppoſition of 
deſigned compilation from entire tranſlations. The other 
difficulties are likewiſe equally great: for if no combi. 


nations, in which the writers were at liberty to combine I thoug 
as they pleaſed, can ſatisfactorily ſolve the phænomem, H lany 
no combinations, in which the writers were bound by trend 
neceſſity, can anſwer the purpoſe. if Gree 

To avoid theſe objections, recourſe may be had to een alr 


the ſuppoſition that St. Matthew, inſtead of having 
uſed a tranſlation XY, which had been patched up from 
the tranſlations X and 7, made uſe of theſe tranſlation 
in an unmixed ſtate, and that he ſometimes copied from 


ena in 
ome ot! 
4. 1] 
Wires. 


A, at other times from , that St. Luke in like manner Now t 
uſed two diftin& tranſlations 7 and Z, and copied fome- e ſame 
times from , ſometimes from Z, that St. Mark had three e third 
diſtinct tranſlations X, Z, and Z, and copied in one ple anſlatio: 
from X, in another from Y, in a third place from Z : tu anſlatior 
St. Matthew and St. Mark had each of them more tha! three 7 
one tranſlation of a, and that they copied ſometimes fre Hebre 
the one, ſometimes from the other, that St. Mark ad anſlation 
St. Luke had each only one, but not the ſame, tranſi nes have 
tion of g, and ſo on. But this form is ſo nearly ade as St. 
to the preceding, that moſt of the objections, wii, and 8 
may be made to the one, may be made likewiſe to td not. 
other. And the latter, like the former, is incapable aitthew a 
explaining the phænomenon, that wherever St. Mate, i f 
and St. Luke verbally agree in N, St. Mark like not hay 
agrees verbally with both. For according to the l fecond 

form, St. Matthew and St. Luke muſt verbally agu. ark had 

whenever both copied in the ſame place from the trankWrent on 
tion T: but that St. Mark likewiſe, who had th bal agr 


ae other he 
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haaſlations X, T, and Z, ſhould always hit upon the 
ranflation 7, and never on either X or Z, where St. 
Matthew and St. Luke had copied from Z, is not very 
:redible. Vet this ſuppoſition muſt be made: or the 
phenomenon in queſtion remains unexplained. Equally 
lificult ſhall we find it to account for the phænomenon, 
that St. Matthew and St. Mark never agree verbally in 
any of the ſections, which occupy different places in 
their Goſpels. For if both St. Matthew and St. Mark 


that they ſhould not have copied in any one inſtance 
throughout all theſe ſections from the ſame tranſlation. 
Many other difficulties might be pointed out, which 
attend this and every other form, under which a variety 
ff Greek tranſlations may be imagined : but what has 
een already ſaid is ſufficient to ſhew, that the phæno- 
ena in our three firſt Goſpels muſt be explained on 
ome other principle. 155 

4. That all three Evangeliſts uſed both Hebrew and Greek 
pes. | 

Now theſe Greek copies, as before, contained, either 
he ame tranſlation of N, or two of them the ſame and 
ke third a different one, or all three contained different 
anlations, or laſtly the Evangeliſts uſed a mixture of 
anſlations, But the firſt caſe is not poſſible: for if 
| three Evangeliſts had in ſome places tranſlated from 
je Hebrew, and in other places had tranſcribed from a 
afation X, St. Matthew and St. Luke muſt ſome- 
mes have copied from X, where St. Mark did not, as 
ll as St. Matthew and St. Mark, where St. Luke did 
iN, and St. Mark and St. Luke where St. Matthew 
not. But fince we find no example, in which St. 
atthew and St. Luke verbally agree in ð without Sr. 
ark, it is evident that St. Matthew and St. Luke 
mot have copied from the ſame tranſlation. Nor is 
ſecond caſe poſſible : for if St. Matthew and St. 
uk had uſed the fame tranſlation and St. Luke a 
tent one, St. Mark and St. Luke could not have 
tally agreed in the manner, in which they do; and on 
e other hand, if St. Mark and St. Luke had uſed the 


| ſame 


made uſe of the tranſlations X and Y, it is inconceivable _ 
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mixture of tranflations. But the inſuperable difficulties 


be leſſened by the additional ſuppoſition, that the Evan- 


either with or without the Hebrew original, a Greek 
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fame tranſlation, but St. Matthew a different one, $ luti 
Matthew and St. Mark could not have verbally agreed olpe 
in the manner, in which they do. For theſe reaſo cue 
the third caſe is likewiſe impoſſible. There n. Im 


then, as before, only the fourth caſe, that they ufed x 


which attend this ſuppoſition, have been already ſtated 
in the preceding article: and theſe difficulties will not 


geliſts uſed likewiſe the Hebrew original. | 
5. That two Evangelifts uſed ' both Hebrew and Crit 
copies, while the third uſed the Hebrew only : or that tw | 
of them uſed the Hebrew alone, and the third both a Hebrey SENT 
and a Gretk copy. | | THE) 
But the firſt of theſe two forms cannot account for the MEN. 
verbal agreement in all three Evangeliſts: and the other 
form cannot account for the verbal agreement even be. 
tween any two. | ; | 
6. That one of the Evangeliſis uſed the Hebrew alnt, 
and that the other two uſed tranſlations alone: or that two f | 
the Evangeliſis uſed the Hebrew alone, while the third ed bel i 
@ Greek tranſlation alone. | of an 
But this form, in whatever light we place it, will eber 
never be able to explain the examples of verbal coinc- {iſ contin 
dence in all three Evangeliſts : and therefore it is unne- e, ti 
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ceflary to point out the ſingle difficulties, which attend r 7%: 
each particular poſition of it. . Cote, 
ut in 


7. That one of the Evangelifls uſed a Greek tranſſatn 
alone, but that the other 129 uſed both the Hebrew origi 
and a Greek tranſlation : or that two of the Evangelifis uſd 
only a Greek tranſlation, but that the third, together wille 
Greek tranſlation, uſed alſo the Hebrew original. | 

According to this form, each of the Evangeliſts uſed 


hald co 
ich, as 
2. 77 
brew or 
wiſe th 


tranſlation of it. The objections therefore, which were 
made to No. 3. and No. 4. apply likewiſe to the prelent 
form. 

It appears then, that the hypotheſis of a common 


Hebrew original is incapable of giving a _ 
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dation of the phenomena obſervable in our three firſt 
oſpels, if it be repreſented in any of thoſe forms, which 
clude the ſuppoſition, , S. Matthew wrote his Gof- 
in Greek*, | 


d. 
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il 
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CH AP. XIV. 


HE VARIOUS FORMS OF THE ABOVE-MENTIONED 


Tree | 
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brew 
| THEW WROTE IN HEBREW, TRIED BY THE PHANO- 


27 the uA IN THE VERBAL HARMONY OP THE GOSPELS, 


other 
n be- remains therefore that we examine the forms, in 
which the hypotheſis may be repreſented, when it is 
luppoſed zhat St, Matthew wrote his Goſpel in Hebrew, 
Now if we preſuppoſe, that St. Matthew wrote his 


opel in Hebrew we cannot well aſſume, that he made 


alone, 
0 of 


uſed 


Kther Greek tranſlations were uſed by the Evangeliſts 
confined to St. Mark and St. Luke. Yet here, as 
lore, there are various poſſible forms. We may aſſume, 
l. That St. Mark and St. Luke, as well as St. Matthew, 
d copies of the Hebrew original only. 


, wil 
incl. 
unne- 
attend 


lain but in this caſe the Goſpels of St. Mark and St. Luke 
gd contain two perfectly independent tranſlations, 
eic, as has been already ſhewn, is not true. 


wine Lat St. Mark and St. Luke uſed copies of the 
; uſed, 
Greek 
h weſt 
prelent 


wje the Gojpel of his predeceſſor. | 
N But 


K for the name of St. Matthew we ſubſtitute any other name aſ- 
LU at pleaſure, the arguments, which have been uſed are equally 

Conſequently, if we ſuppoſe that any other perſon was the 
Or of our firſt Greek Goſpel, the hypotheſis of a common Hebrew 
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GENERAL SUPPOSITION, AS THEY MAY BE REPRE-_ 
SENTED, WHEN IT IS ASSUMED, THAT ST. MAr- 


of any Greek tranſlation : conſequently the queſtion, 


new original, but at the ſame time that the ſucceſſor uſed + 


Ment is likewiſe incapable, in any ſhape whatever, of explaining . 
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But this form is likewiſe inſufficient for the ewe 
tion of the phenomena, as appears from what ws; (;,l 
in No. 2. of the preceding chapter. 

3. That St. Mark and St. Luke uſed Greek trailing 
only. Ds 

By a mode of reaſoning fimilar to that which yy 
adopted in No. 3. of the preceding chapter, it may h 
ſhewn that this form likewiſe, in whatever light i | 
placed, 1s inadmiſſible. | 

4. That St. Mark and St. Luke uſed theHebrew urigiy 
aud likewiſe different tranſlations of ii. 

But on this ſuppoſition the numerous examples 0 
verbal agreement between theſe two Evangeliſts ren 
unexplained. | | 

5. That the one uſed the Hebrew alone, while tle u 
uſed a Greek tranſlation alone, 
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: This form is likewiſe inadmiſſible, and for the u . Mark 
: reaſon, as the foregoing. | [brew 7 
; None of theſe five forms therefore will account forth atthew 
phenomena in the Goſpels of St. Mark and St. L 5477 

alone: and after theſe are explained, the phænomem . F 
the Greek tranſlation of St. Matthew's Goſpel, “ 
at preſent is ſuppoſed to have been written in Hei oy 
are {ill left for conſideration. atherw, 
1 h, whe 
th t. 
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{| DESCRIPTION OF THE AUTHOR'S HYPOTHES!Y, 

ö HERE remains however one form, and that at * folle 
p ſimple and probable one, which will ſolve the f * 
nomena of every deſcription in a very ſatisfactorj mil be 
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hiration, as will appear from a ſubſequent Note. This 
um is the following. 


9. Matthew, St. Mark, and St. Luke, all three, 
6d copies of the common Hebrew document N. the 
terials of which St. Matthew, who wrote in He- 
rw, retained in the language, in which he found them, 
ut St. Mark and St. Luke tranſlated them into 
reek, They had no knowledge of each other's Goſ- 
I: but St. Mark and St. Luke, beſide their copies 
the Hebrew document N, uſed a Greek tranſlation 
it, which had been made, before any of the additions 
„ Cc. had been inſerted. Laſtly, as the Goſpels of 
. Mark and St. Luke contain Greek tranſlations of 
brew materials, which were incorporated into St. 
athew's Hebrew Goſpel, the perſon, who tranſlated 
| Matthew's Hebrew Goſpel into Greek, frequently 
ried aſſiſtance, from the Goſpel of St. Mark, 
ere St. Mark had matter in common with St. 
atthew: and in thoſe Places, but in theſe places 
h, where St. Mark had no matter- in common 
tt St. Matthew, he had frequently recourſe to St 
e's Goſpel. | 


The hypotheſis, thus ſtated and determined, will 
vunt for all the phenomena, relative to the verbal 
tment and diſagreement in our three firſt Golpels, 


7813. as 


it 400 The following form relates anly to the Hebrew document, which 


he 0 ted by all three Evangeliſts. But beſide this common document, 
vas another, uſed only by St. Matthew and St. Luke, of which 
V il be aid hereafter. 
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as well as for the other manifold relations, which u 
bear to each other: and it contains nothing, which 
either improbable in itſelf, or is inconſiſtent with hit 
cal evidence. That this may appear the more cle 
let us trace the ſeveral ſteps, which may be ſuppol 
have been taken, from the firſt drawing up of the H 
brew document & to the compoſition of our canon 
Goſpels. 
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|. HEBREW DOCUMENT N: WHICH cov ral 
A NARRATIVE OF FACTS. 


Several years before any of our canonical Ga 
were compoſed, a ſhort narrative was drawn up d 
taining the principal tranſactions of Jeſus Chriſt f 
his baptiſm to his death: which narrative we denote 
N. It muſt not be conſidered as a finiſhed hiſtory, 
as a document containing only materials for a hiſt 

and as thoſe materials were probably not all commi nunic 
cated at the ſame time, we muſt ſuppoſe, that they 
not all placed in exact chronological order. |: 
written, as may be reaſonably expected, in the nil 
language of the Jews of Jeruſalem, that is, in Chil 
intermixed with ancient Hebrew words: but % 
fathers give to this diale& the name of Hebrew, a\ 
as to the language, in which the Old Teſtamen 
written, and the ule of the term * Hebrew' in 
tenſe, when it is properly explained, will create not 
tufion, we may ſay that the narrative & was wille 
Hebrew. 

As no perſons were ſo well qualified to give an acc 
of Chriſt's tranſactions, as they who had con 
attended him, and the ancient fathers ſpeak of a * 

accot 
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cording to the Apoſtles d, and of * Memoirs of the 
poſtles ©,” we may ſuppoſe, without violating the rules 
probability, that this document & was drawn up from 
mmunications made by the Apoſtles, and therefore 
at it was not only a work of good authority, but a 
Work, which was worthy of furniſhing materials to any 
je of the Apoſtles, who had formed a reſolution of 
ting a more complete hiſtory. I would not however 
mert either the Memoirs of the Apoftles, or the Goſ- 
| according to the Apoſtles, or the Goſpel according 
the Hebrews (if this was a different work), as they 
ed in a later age, into the aſſumed Hebrew docu- 
u &, which is to be conſidered only as the bafis of 
e, as well as of other Goſpels. But fince a work 
J retain its original name, even after it has loſt, in 
ſequence of alterations and additions, its original 
and extent, there 1s no improbability in ſuppoſing 
a document, which ſerved as the ground work of 
f Goſpel according to the Apoſtles, was called by 
je Hebrew title, which in Greek would be expreſſed 
anne“ eps TW x. T. A. KaFws Waptdoray o aT5"N0L, 
the perſon, or perſons, who drew it up from the 
munications of the Apoſtles, might entitle it Aiyynous 
ray TemAngoPognjpentey Ev 1/440  WExV jaar, xalus Wage 
w el am QPXNS AUTOTT OH . UTWGET&L YEVOptvaes ru A/, 
&, which St. Luke himſelf has quoted in the Preface 
Is Goſpel. . That theſe words are not St. Luke's 
but the title of a book, is a conjecture of Leſſing*, 
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tamen ” Jada wayynor as named by Origen in his firſt homily on 
W in 5 Goſpel (Origen. Op. Tom. III. p. 932. Note à ed. Dela- 


-ecundum Apoſtolos, as called by Jerom in his third book. | 
the Pelagians, and r d, as named by Theophylact in 
ne to his Commentary on St. Luke's Goſpel. 5 


ate 0% 
s wWrüdtel 


raten EEÆn e rey AToroAur, By this name Juſtin Martyr calls 
ub, from which he cites paſſages relative to Chriſt's hiſtory : 
lays expreſsly of it vo Twy AT Xa T 17018 aN ο - : 
„ evrerax lai. Dialog. cum Tryphone, p. 331. ed. Colon, 


an acl 
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fa 00 
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dai: for rvayyrAey in the firſt century had not ac- 


de ſenſe of - Life of Chriſt,” 
obpiſcher Nachlaſs, p. 6c. 
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which is approved by Storr*: and that the conjefure 

not ill- founded will appear from the following conſden. 
tions. 1. After St. Luke had written, ereid rig vi 

rrexeięnca ava, he would have uſed, not dum 

in the ſingular, but due in the plural, if by th, 

word he had meant, as is commonly ſuppoſed, tg ei. 
| oy narratives written by theſe goaaa. 2. Avaraþurly 
QI Ynew is not ſynonymous tO Yearbar un: for it dos 

not ſignify to write a new narrative, but to . 

arrange a narrative already written.” 3. If theſe had ben 
St. Luke's own words, he muſt have ſaid xafu; wagten 

auroig, and not xalus mapidorar nw : for though we my 

ſay of other perſons, that they have undertaken town 

a hiſtory, as eye-witneſſes have related the facts to thn, 

we cannot well ſay, that they have undertaken to writ 

a hiſtory, as eye - witneſſes have related the facts tou, 

4. If ſo. many perſons had written narrative d 

Chriſt's tranſactions, and had written only what e 

witneſſes to theſe tranſlations had related, there was the 

leſs neceſſity ſor St. Luke to write a Goſpel, and The» 

philus might have © known the certainty of theſe thng, 

though St. Luke had not written. 5. All the che 

= tions are removed by the ſuppoſition, that the ww 
| from: dinynom to A092, are nothing more than a (itt NE" 
tranſlation of a Hebrew title, which had been adopt 
by the writer or writers of the Hebrew document: 
that in the interval, which elapſed between the comp6 As t! 
fition of this document, and that of St. Luke's Gf ** 
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1 Zweck der Evangeliſchen Geſchichte und Briefe Johann (Th 
bingen 1786, 8vo). p. 357. But neither Leſſing nor Storr apply l 


conjecture in the manner, in which it is here applied. Geng 

See Ml. Prei. $ 35. 7 6 | 1 

| ; . 5 | = omif] 

No commentator, as far as I know, has made this remark, thu eemine 
it appears to be a very obvious one. L. Cappellus propoſed id 1 

tranſpoſition of all the words from xa be to N, and recomme . ha 


their inſertion after 'axe:&v;, which would remove the objection bet 
made ; but Cappellus appears to have had a different object in Wh 
At any rate, a cauſe muſt be very deſperate before ſuch ng 


tranſpoſitions can be admitted. 
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an perſons had attempted to re- arrange and new- model 
de Hebrew narrative N, by making in it additions, tranſ- 
tions, &c. in ſhort avaratacla; rw dimynow': and, 
dat as not all the additions, which had been made. by 
eſe many writers, were drawn from the beſt ſources &, 
Luke, who had accurately traced every tranſaction 
om the beginning (TegnmeAsInu;s aver rac NE hg), 
olved to compoſe a narrative, of which he made, as 
thers had done, the authentic document & the baſis, 
t introduced only ſuch additions, as he knew were 
nfiſtent with the truth, that Theophilus, for whoſe 
;mediate uſe he wrote, might know the certainty of 
joſe things, in which he had been inſtructed, ( 
% Tres wv cru nbn Aoywr T1 aoÞanna). The fame 
jotive, which induced St. Luke to compoſe a Goſpel in 
reek, might have induced St. Matthew to compoſe a 
oſpel in Hebrew, that the Jewiſh converts in Paleſtine 
ebt likewiſe be able to diſtinguiſh truth from falſ- 


: 1,04 pom. 4 * 


[But whether this conjecture be grounded or not, the 
'potheſis itſelf remains unaffected. | | 


GREEK TRANSLATION OF THE HEBREW 


DocumeNnT N. 


As the document & was written in Hebrew, and was 
tcrefore unintelligible to the Greek Chriſtians, it was 
n tranſlated into Greek. This Greek tranſlation, 
ech! ſuppoſe to have been made, before the text of 
had been augmented by any additions a, B, &c. may 
denoted by F. 

III. copigs 


dt. Luke bas arerTaao0a ννννẽ,, without the article. Whether 
ſon is ſufficient to deſtroy the whole conjecture, I leave to be 
mined by the learned. 

N * I have no doubt that theſe perſons had the honeſt intention of 
I ung only what they believed to be true, nor does St. Luke's Preface 
; ET e contrary. But as they who take their information, at ſecond 
re liable to be deceived, they had undeſignedly blended inaccu- 
h accurate accounts: and this St. Luke's Preface des imply. 
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III. copits or THE HEBREW DOCUMENT N wing 
ADDITIONS. 


In proceſs of time, as new communications from the 
Apoſtles and other eye-witnefſes brought to light either 
additional circumſtances relative to tranſactions alread 
recorded in &, or tranſactions, which had been let 
wholly unnoticed, thoſe perſons, who poſſeſſed copies d 
N, added in their manuſcripts ſuch additional circun- 
ſtances and tranſactions; and theſe additions in ſubſe 
quent copies were inſerted in the text. The addition 
of the former kind have heen denoted above by «, þ, y: 
thoſe of the latter kind by A, B, T'. We may (upp 
then, that in one copy the additions « + A were made 
in another copy the additions 8 +B; that in a third copy 
theſe additions were united, and laſtly that the firſt ad 
the ſecond copies were, each of them, further augmented 
by the additions y. and I*. The genealogy of the 
tranſcripts may be repreſented in the following manner. 


1 I: denotes thoſe ſections, which St. Matthew and St. Luke tat 
in the ſame order; T thoſe, which they have in a different ori 
See the end of Ch. 11. | 
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By this genealogy, the origin of the three copies ſup. 
poſed to have been uſed by St. Matthew, St. Mark, and 
St. Luke, is traced in an eaſy and ſimple manner, and 
there is no neceſſity either for making any perplexed and 
improbable combinations, or for ſuppoſing a great multi. 
plication of copies. Two intermediate tranſcript 
between the original document & and the copies ſuppoſed 
to have been uted by the Evangeliſts, were ſufficient, 


— 
— 


IV. SUPPLEMENTAL HEBREW DOCUMENT ah 
- WHICH CONTAINED A TvWyooyit. - 


In addition to the document &, which contained: 
ſeries of facts, another document was drawn up, contain. 
ing a collection of precepts, parables, and diſcourſes, which 
had been delivered by. Chriſt, at different times, and on 
different occaſions. In this collection, though many of 
the facts were noted, which gave riſe to thoſe precepts, 
parables, and diſcourſes, no regard was paid to chronolo- 
2 order. It was not common to all three Evangeliſts 

r it Nas uſed only by St. Matthew and St. Luke: and 
theſe to Evangeliſts-had not the fame, but different 
copies of it, St. Matthew's copy containing ſome things, 
which were not in St. Luke's, and St, Luke's copy ſome 
things, which were not in St. Matthew's. From tir 
ſupplemental. document, which may be denoted by 2, 
were derived the ſections I*. | 

a 3 8 L f V. 57. 
Further, though St. Matthew's copy contained N T2474 ATT 
it is not therefore to be inferred that theſe were the whole of its con. 
tents. For it is not jr. ay gg that it contained ſome additions, 
whichthad been made neither in the copy uſed by St. Mark, nor in 
the copy uſed by St. Luke; and that hence St. Matthew derived ſome 
of the materials, which are in his Goſpel alone. The fame obſer 
tion may be made in reſpect to the copies uſed by St. Mark and St 
Luke. Such additions, as were peculiar to each of the three copits 
might be denoted, in one by a, in the other by E, in the third by Z. 
But they cannot be taken into the preſent eſtimate, becauſe we _ 
no data, to diſtinguiſh them from the additions, which each Evangel 
himſelf made, CLOSE 
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V. ST. MATTHEW'S HEBREW GOSPEL. 


St. Matthew wrote his Goſpel in Hebrew, and made 
the Hebrew document N, augmented by the additions 

a+y+A+T", the baſis of his Goſpel. He likewiſe in- 
ſerted in various parts of his Goſpel much matter (T'), 
which was contained in the ſupplemental document 2. 
Thus he gave the ſanction of l Wee. authority to facts 
and diſcourſes, which were already recorded. Further, 
he made many additions, ſometimes of particular circum- 
ſtances, at other times of facts and diſcourſes, which are 
contained, neither in the Goſpel of St. Mark, nor in that 
of St. Luke. Laſtly, he arranged and digeſted the 
whole according to his own plan : in the, former part of 
the document de he made many tranpoſitions, becauſe 
many of the facts had not been placed in chronological 
order, and in many other places, he altered-and improved 
the original text. According to this repreſentation, St. 
Matthew's Hebrew Goſpel muſt be conſidered as a work 
quite diſtin& from that document, which was the baſis 
only of his Goſpel, as well as 'of the other two. Nor 
muſt it be confounded with that Hebrew Goſpel which 
was afterwards called St. Matthew's Hebrew Goſpel}, 
and was uſed, (but in copies which did not agree with 


each other) by the Nazarenes and the Ebionites ”, 

| Quod weegtur a pleriſque Matthæi authenticum, * ſays in 
note to Matth. xii. 13. (Tom. IV. P. I. p. 47. ed. Benedict.) and, ut 
plerique autumant, juxta Matthæum, as he ſays, adv. Pelag. Lib, III. 
T. V. P. II. p. 633). Now if Jerom had himſelf been convinced, 
that the Hebrew Goſpel, which he ſaw at the end of the fourth cen- 
tury, was St. Matthew's genuine text, he would not have ſaid; quod 
Veatur, &c. and ut plerique autumant, &c. When Irenzus therefore 
lays (adv, Heres. Lib. III. cap, 11), that the Ebionites uſed the 
* of St. Matthew, his teſtimony proves only, that the Ebionite 
Goſpel bore the name of St. Matthew in the ſecond century, not that 
u was St. Matthew's genuine original; a fact, which Irenzus, who 
did not underſtand Hebrew, could not atteſt. © 


, " The copy uſed by the Nazarenes is called by Epiphanius (Heres. 
l * 9.) To #&T& Martha euayytnioy E AT &. Of the 
| | copy 
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That theſe copies contained in ſome places matter, which 
is not at all in our Greek Goſpel of St. Matthew, and 
that where they had the ſame or fimilar matter the re. 
tions were frequently very different, appears from the 


ant aA. Ma A 


quotations of Jerom and Epiphanius *. Either therefore % 
they differed in many reſpects from St. Matthew's ge. whicl 
| nuine original, or the latter differed materially from our * 
Greek tranſlation. But, according to the hypotheſis, = 
it which is here propoſed, our firſt Greek Goſpel js no- 155 
thing more and nothing leſs than a plain tranſlation of 1 . 
St. Matthew's genuine original. Conſequently St. 1 yo 
| Matthew's genuine original muſt, according to our hy. a 
* potheſis, be conſidered as a Goſpel, which was not indeed 
1 totally different from, but was not preciſely the ſame It 
1 with the Hebrew Goſpel uſed by the Nazarenes andthe 5 19 
4 Ebionites. How it came to paſs that the Goſpel of the Mark, 
| Nazarenes. and the, Ebionites acquired among other And th 
| titles (for it had more than one) the appellation. of St, vt, Lul 
Matthew's Goſpel, whether, as uſed by the Nazarene Fs! 
in the firſt century it was really St. Matthew's Hebrey _ ks 
original, but gradually Joſt its, priſtine form through "gh 
numerous alterations and additions, or whether from 9 
the very firſt it was a different offspring from the Hebrew alen 
document &, but was afterwards confounded. with the BE 
Hebrew Goſpel of St. Matthew, becauſe both of them moſt di 
were uſed by inhabitants of Judza, were written 1n the 4 had 
fame language, and contained much matter in common oem 
with each other, is a queſtion of no importance to the 8 
preſent inquiry, which relates only to the origin of out that St. 
three firſt canonical Goſpels. | On the 
755 45 gh Sh | vol _ VI. sr. — 
153 an d * 5 lib. 
copy uſed by the Ebionites he ſays, (Hwzres. XXX. 13) n 7% dag Vie 
aur 01G a e, xata Marbater wopuTopiru, gx dd d earth, for the 
NN vidoOeUpetre Xo nEgwTIeIto prvw, | 3 2 fact,; 
3 9980 tions, of Jerom and Epiphanius from the copies uſed by ehe 
the Nazar 9 — been collected by Grabe and 1 
Fabricius, but more completely by Jones, in his New and full met beca 0 
of ſettling the canonical authority of the New Teſtament, Vol. for > 


be lived 
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VI. sr. LUKE'S GOSPEL?. 


St. Luke had a copy of the Hebrew document &, 
which had been enriched by the additions, B+y+ B+TF-. 
This copy he made the baſis of the principal part of his 
Goſpel, and adhered to it throughout even in the ar- 
fangement of the facts, not venturing to tranſpoſe any 
of them, as St. Matthew did, becauſe he was not an 
Apoſtle and eye-witneſs, and had no knowledge of Sr. 
Matthew's Goſpel . He likewiſe derived much matter 

; LIES (T*) 5 
it is immaterial to the preſent hypotheſis, whether the Goſpel of 
St. Luke was written before that of St. Mark, or not. But as there is 
reaſon to believe, that St. Luke's Goſpel was written before that of St. 
Mark, I place it immediately after St. Matthew's Hebrew Goſpel. 
And that even St. Matthew's Hebrew Goſpel was written after that of 


St. Luke is neither impoſſible nor improbable : but as no one can 
prove that it was, I have aſſigned to it its uſual place. 


? When St. Luke fays in his Preface (Ch. I. 3.) that he wrote 
xa0&{n;, he alludes perhaps to his retention of the order, in which the 
fads were arranged in his document &: an order, which had not been 
retained by thoſe, of whom he ſays in his Preface that they had under- 
taken avarataclas Jinynow. | 


he As St. Luke himſelf declares in his Preface, that he had made the 
en moſt diligent inquiries in reſpect to the hiſtory of Jeſus Chriſt, and as 
he he had ample means of information during the two years, which he 


ſpent in Judæa, while St. Paul was priſoner at Cæſarea, it may be 


yo objefted, that during that period he muſt have heard of St. Matthew's 
ws Hebrew Goſpel, as well as of the Hebrew documents & and J. But 
0 


that St, Matthew's Goſpel then exiſted, is more, than any man can prove. 
On the contrary, according to Irenzus, the moſt ancient evidence on 
this ſubje&, St. Matthew did not write till after St. Luke had left Judza, 
accompany St. Paul into Italy: for Irenzus ſays, (Euſeb. H. E. 
lib. V. cap. 8.) that St. Matthew wrote his Goſpel in Hebrew, 
While St. Paul and St. Peter were in Rome. This ſufficiently accounts 
bor the fact, that St. Luke had no knowledge of St. Matthew's Goſpel, 


d by to repeat. But whether St. Luke drew up his Goſpel and preſented 
and to Theophilus, before St, Matthew's Hebrew Golpel was written, is 
bod mother inquiry, in which it is not ſo eaſy to give a ſatisfactory anſwer, 
al. 1, - aur no one knows, at leaſt with certainty, whether Theophilus, 


whoſe particular uſe St. Luke wrote, lived in Judza, or whether 
be lived elſewhere; and therefore, ſince it frequently happens, N 
| 5 | | author 


a fact, which may be proved on other grounds, which it is unneceſſary | 
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(r*), as St. Matthew did, from the ſupplemental Hehrey A 
document 2, but from a copy of it, which contained part 
ſome things, which St. Matthew's copy did not, as 8. great 
Matthew's copy contained ſome things, which St. Luke the I 
copy did not. The uſe likewiſe, which St. Luke made he he 
of the document 2, was different from that, which St. had | 
Matthew made of it. For, asthe document 2 contained 
a collection of precepts, parables, and diſcourſes, which 
had been delivered by Chriſt at different times, and on 
different occaſions, St. Matthew inſerted them in various St. 
. parts of his Goſpel, having regard probably to the times which 
= and to the occaſions, on which they were delivered, This « 
. But St. Luke, who was not preſent at their delivery, to it, 
in retained them for the moſt part, though not wholly, in arrang 
1 the collection, in which he found them: and this col- WM fopple 
| lection, with exception to a diſcourſe and a parable, or thre 
. | which will be conſidered hereafter, he inſerted in that the ad 
- portion of his Goſpel, which begins with ch. ix. 15. the not 
9 and ends with ch. xviil. 14. a portion, which conſiſt actions 
1 almoſt wholly of precepts, parables, and diſcourſes, the but dre 
few facts, which are introduced in it, being nothing the exc 
more than preludes to the diſcourſes themſelves. O batran 
this portion the document A was the bafis, as the docu- from th 
ment was the baſis of the reſt of his Goſpel, which % St. I 
contains chiefly a ſeries of facts. Further, in addition v ion &. 
the materials, which St. Luke derived from & and 2, Golpel, 
he inſerted in his Goſpel much other matter, the know: 
ledge of which he obtained from the diligent inquimes, * If gt. 
of which he ſpeaks in his Preface. perſon, w 
55 | ail be o 
not have | 
. Only hved 
author draws up a work many years after he has collected the ma. er the — 
rials for it, we cannot determine, whether St. Luke wrote his Golpt an be of 
before he left Judæa, in which caſe he wrote moſt probably beſore 8. == 6 
Matthew, or whether he wrote it after he had left Judza, in which Ir, if " le 
caſe he may, or may not, have written after St. Matthew. On itt Uther, he 
other hand, if it were certain that St. Luke wrote before St. Matthes, Wy brew d 
and that he wrote even in Judza, we ſhould have no reaſon to think b — 
it extraordinary, that St. Matthew had no knowledge of St. Luke“ len ws 
Goſpel, fince it was deſtined, though ultimately for the church at large, A 
2 * 8 > 7 .ac not ſo can pre 
yet immediately for the uſe of an individual, and therefore was 1 f the Apoſ 
publickly known, till ſome years after it was written. 50 
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As St. Luke wrote in Greek, but drew the greateſt 
part of his materials from -Hebrew documents, the 
oreateſt part of his Goſpel contains a tranſlation from 
the Hebrew; and in tranſlating from the document N 
he had frequent recourſe to the Greek verſion &, which 
had been made of this document in its primitive ſtate, 


VII. ST. MARK'S GOSPEL. 


St. Mark uſed a copy of the Hebrew document &, 
which had been enriched by the additions «a +8 +A+B. 
This copy he made the baſis of his Goſpel, and adhered 
to it, as St. Luke had done to his copy, even in the 
arrangement of the facts. But he made no uſe of the 
ſopplemental document A; and with exception to two 
or three ſhort ſections, which are peculiar to his Goſpel, 
the additions, which he himſelf made, conſiſt in 
the notation of particular circumſtances relative to tranſ- 
ations already recorded. As St. Mark wrote in Greek, 


he but drew his materials from the Hebrew, his Goſpel, with 
ng the exception of the additions, which he himſelf made, 
0 b atranſlation, and frequently a paraphraſtical tranſlation, 


fom the Hebrew. However in many places he adopted 
% St. Luke had done, the words of the Greek tranſla- 


aw ien F. But he had no knowledge either of St. Luke's 
0 2, WW Goſpel, or of the Hebrew Goſpel of St. Matthew *. 
10W- | 


. VIII. GREEK 

* If St. Mark the Evangeliſt, as there is reaſon to believe, was the 
perſon, who is called John Mark * in the Acts of the Apoſtles, it 
nl de objected perhaps, that St. Matthew's Hebrew Goſpel could 
not have been unknown to him, becauſe the mother of John Mark no: 
only hived in Jeruſalem, but had made her houſe a place of aſſembly 

the primitive Chriſtians, Acts xii. 12. But before this objection 
an be of any weight, it muſt be ſhewn that St. Mark reſided at Je- 
nlalem, or at leaſt in Judæa, after St. Matthew had written his Goſpel: 
a if he left Judza before St. Matthew wrote, and did not return 
ther, he might have ſeen and have taken with him a copy of the 
Fledrew document N, and yet never have ſeen the Hebrew Goſpel of 
bt. Matthew, Now that St. Mark reſided at Jeruſalem, or even in 
luder, after St. Matthew's Goſpel was written, is more than any 
nean prove. The laſt place, in which he is mentioned in the Acts 


tte Apoſtles, is ch. xv. 37, 39. where he is deſcribed as ſetting out 


from 
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VIII. GREEK TRANSLATION OF ST. MATTHEy's 
5 HEBREW GOSPEL. 


St. Matthew's Hebrew Goſpel was tranſlated literally 4 
into Greek, and this Greek tranſlation is the Goſpe, 
which occupies the firſt place in our canon", It was no 


made 


from Antioch to accompany Barnabas to the iſland of Cyprus: but at 
that time St. Matthew's Goſpel was not written, as appears from a 
preceding note. St. Mark afterwards accompanied St. Peter, and 
came at laſt to Rome, where he reſided, when St. Paul wrote his 
Epiſtle to the Coloſſians (Col. iv. 10), and where St. Mark probably 
wrote his Goſpel. But that during the interval, which elapſed be. 
tween St. Mark's departure from Antioch, in company with Barnabas, 
and his arrival afterwards in Rome, he paſſed any time at Jeruſalem, i 
a matter, of which we find no traces in any part of the New Teſt 
ment. To the ſuppoſition therefore that St. Mark had never ſeen 
St. Matthew's Goſpel no objection can be made on hiſtorical ground, 
And the ſuppoſition that he had never ſeen St. Luke's Goſpel can 
admit of no difficulty, for the reaſon already aſſigned in a preceding 
Note. 
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+ According to the propoſed hypotheſis therefore St. Matthew“ 
Hebrew original was not merely the baſis of our firſt Greek Goſpel, 
as the aſſumed Hebrew document is ſuppoſed to be the baſis of the 
Goſpels of St. Mark and St. Luke. For theſe two Evangeliſts, though 
they tranſlated from a Hebrew document, acted at the ſame time with 
the freedom of authors, and treated Heir original as a work, which 


ſupplied them only with materials, which they themſelves digeſted, nciple, tl 
augmented, and improved. St. Matthew's tranſlator on the contrary pes wo 
ated as a mere tranſlator, and attempted nothing more than to givea uly find th 


faithful and cloſe copy of his original, 


r Though no one can. poſitively aſſert, that this is the only Greek 
tranſlation, which was made of St. Matthew's Hebrew Goſpel, there 
no ground for aſſerting the contrary. It is true, that many eminentcnite 
have appealed to the following words of Papias, (Euſeb. Hiſt. Ecclel 


» Whoſe © 
pt an ii 
wor ks ( 
eiſe, wh 
of St. 


Lib. III. C. Ren 8 Ebgao, Ty Ho N - ＋ 4 
aT0" nepmnveuge a ur, WE EQUYATO xo: An ave pr 
latter clauſe as authority, that ſeveral tranſlations were made of d. As St. M 
_ Matthew's Hebrew Goſpel. But, as far as I am able to judge, the Of the tw 
words of Papias fignify nothing more than, that every one 4 that St. 
uſed St. Matthew's Hebrew Gofpel (which every man muſt, whoul N. Luke. 


it at all, before a Greek tranſlation had been made) interpreted it, 0 
made it out, as well as he could. That every man, who 
Matthew's Hebrew Goſpel, wrote a tranſlation of it is incredidle: Mt 
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made till ſome time after the Goſpels of St. Mark and 
dt. Luke were written: and both of theſe Goſpels. were 
conſulted by the tranſlator*, which he uſed in the fol- 
owing manner. Wherever St. Mark had matter in 
common with St. Matthew, he had no recourſe to St. 
Luke's Goſpel, but in thoſe places he frequently tran- 
Lcribed from that of St. Mark, becauſe St. Mark's 
Goſpel, as well as that of St. Luke, already contained a 
Greek tranſlation of a great part of the Hebrew materials, 
which had been incorporated into St. Matthew's He- 
brew Goſpel. On the other hand, where he could 
lerire no aſſiſtance from St, Mark's Goſpel, or in the 
laces, where St. Luke alone had matter in common 


with 


Ioes the word nopuweves warrant any ſuch concluſion. If Papias had 
tended to ſay, that ſeveral written tranſlations had been made of St. 
athew's Hebrew Goſpel, he would hardly have uſed the term 
pps, but jen, Or rather piraPearw yea: for though h- 
w does not exclude the ſenſe of a written tranſlation, it does not, 
ben uſed alone, imply it. And that Papias did not intend to aſcribe 
it this ſenſe appears from his applying to it the indefinite term 
x0, which excludes the notion of written tranſlations. 


The ſuppoſition, that the Greek tranſlator of St. Matthew's He- 
Goſpel uſed the Goſpels both of St. Mark and of St, Luke, is 
t at all affected by the arguments, which various writers have 
lezed, to prove that the Evangeliſts did not ſee each other's writings, 
Ir theſe arguments relate to them merely as authors, and reſt on the 
nciple, that if the one had ſeen the writings of the other, their 
plpels would in many places have been different from what we 
uly find them, But this principle does not apply to a mere tranſla- 
Whoſe object is to give a faithful copy of his original, and not to 
enpt an improvement of it, either by alterations or additions from 
works of other writers on the ſame ſubject. The argument 
miſe, which I uſed in ch. viii, againſt the opinion, that an 
of dt. Matthew's Goſpel was copied from that of St. Mark, ap- 
_ 3 the author, it being there ſuppoſed that St. Matthew 
de in Greek. 5 


As St, Mark had been a conſtant attendant on St. Peter, who was 
(the twelve Apoſtles, there is nothing improbable in the ſuppo- 
u that St. Matthew's tranſlator preferred St. Mark's Goſpel to that 
i Luke, This is not the only inſtance of ſuch a preference; for 
taelis himſelf fays, (Vol. III. Ch. v. Sect. 6.) that when there is 

mon between St. Mark and St. Luke, he would abide by the 
dat of the former. | FS os | | 
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with St. Matthew, he very frequently adopted the 


tranilation, which already exiſted in St. Luke's Goſpel- not | 
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Such are the ſteps, which may be ſuppoſed to have heeg 
taken from the firſt drawing up of the Hebrew document 
& to the compoſition of our canonical Goſpels, Ther 
is no internal improbability attending any one then: 
they are neither numerous, nor complicated : they ar 
neither inconſiſtent with the manners of the firſt centuy, 
nor contradictory to the evidence of real hiſtory”, 
That St. Matthew wrote his Goſpel in Hebrew, is aſſenel 
by the voice of all antiquity : this part of the hypothel 
therefore is confirmed by poſitive evidence. That &. 
Mark wrote merely from the preaching of St. Peter i 

| | no 

u Whoever thinks it improbable, that the tranſlator of St. Mather 


Hebrew Goſpel, it he had been in poſſeſſion of St. Luke's Goſp ren be 
ſhould never have copied from it as long as St. Mark had matter! e teſti 
common with St Matthew, may without injuring the reſt of the h 56 

potheſis make in this part of it the following alteration, and ſuppl orm 
that he had only an extract from St. Luke's Goſpel, containing ſux * no p- 


parts of it, as were not in the Goſpel of St. Mark. And uti 


| are at 
explanation of the phznomena obſervable in the verbal harmony of 


| 

Evangeliſts, wherever I ſuppoſe, that the tranſlator uſed the Goſpel ich the 
St. Luke, may be ſubſtituted by thoſe, who prefer it, the ſuppolit monie 
that he uſed only ſuch an extract. oy 7 $ Us © 
* Every "op, which is here ſuppoſed to have been taken, is likey med ro 

perfectly conſiſtent with the doctrine of inſpiration, not indeed of <y ks th 
bal inſpiration, but of inſpiration, as it is underſtood by Biſhop V | * 
burton and Dr. Whitby. The former in his doctrine of On ances t 
Book I. Ch. 7. confiders the Holy Spirit as having operated on | larily | 
ſacred writers © by watching over them inceſſantly, but vil ay ar 
ſuſpended a hand, as permitted the uſe, and left them to the guidat 55 f 
of their own faculties, while they kept clear of error, and then 0 probab 


interpoſing, when without this divine aſſiſtance they would have df 
in danger of falling.“ With ſuch an inſpiration the opinion, = 
Evangeliſts drew a great part of their materials from a written 
ment is perfe Aly conſiſtent ; for if that document contained any ü | 
erroneous, they had the power of detecting and correcting o Produc; 
Townſon in his Diſcourſes on the iour Goſpels (Diſc. Il. ed by 
thinks there is an impropriety in ſuppoling, that St. Matthen, | 
was an Apoſtle, made uſe of what had been written by other fe 
But ifithe documents, which he uſed, were drawn up from com 


_ cations made by the Apoſtles, of whom St. Matthew himſelf v 


Mulation 
all objections on the ſcore of impropriety muſt ceaſe. 


dur aboy 
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not hiſtory, but a vague report, which confutes itſelf by 

the contradictory modes in which it is delivered, and 
moreover was not credited by all the ancients themſelves, 
or Auguſtin would not have hazarded the (equally un- 
rounded) conjecture, that St. Mark epitomiſed St. Mat- 
they, On the other hand, it may be admitted, that the 
knowledge of thoſe numerous circumſtances, with which 
& Mark enriched the document &, was derived from 
$ intercourſe with St. Peter: and ſo far the report, that 
dt. Mark wrote from the preaching of St. Peter, may be 
ue. At any rate, whatever was the aſſiſtance, which 
he Apoſtle afforded him, that aſſiſtance does not exclude 
he uſe of the document &. That St. Luke wrote from 
he preaching of St. Paul is likewiſe a vague report, and 
confuted by the preface, which St. Luke himſelf has 
refixed to his Goſpel : but this preface js perfectly con- 
ent with our hypotheſis, and, if the explanation above 
ren be admitted, it is a confirmation of it. That poſi- 
e teſtimony cannot be alleged in favour of every part, 
n form no ground of objection; and it is ſufficient 


the by 


7 no part 1s contradicted by poſitive teſtimony. For 
| 1n OE are at preſent concerned, not with a ſeries of facts, of 
ah ich the truth or falſhood is to be determined by the 
pointe monies of ancient writers, (ſince real hiſtory de- 


S us on this ſubject), but with a mere hypotheſis, - 
med to explain certain appearances, of which hypo- 

bs the only criterion is its harmony with the ap- 
ances themſelves. If theſe are effects, which would 
linly have been produced by the affigned cauſes, 
may argue from the real exiſtence of the effects to 
probable exiſtence of the cauſes; and if we can 
Mme no other cauſes, which would have pro- 
d theſe effects, the probability riſes to the higheſt 
ee. Now whether any other aſſignable cauſe would 
produced the effects in queſtion, I leave to be de- 
ned by what was faid in chap. viii — xiv: but that 
tauſes, which I have aſſigned in ch. xv. would have 
weed theſe effects will appear from the following 
Mulation of the phznomena arranged according to 
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! CHAP. XVI f 
1 THE PRECEDING HYPOTHESIS TRIED BY THE nz. a 
NOMENA IN THE VERBAL HARMONY OF THE 605 5 
PELS. 0 

| | tl 

THE FIRST DIVISION, CONTAINING &, WITH Ty al 
; ADDITIONS æ, , y. cc 
| | St 

1. In N. | | | th 
ga). In &, the examples in which all three Goke ba 
verbally coincide are not nutfierous, and contain we 
eneral only one or two, or, at the outſide thre ſer 
ae together, becaufe a verbal coincidence; the 

all three Goſpels could not be effected without! hay 
co-operation of three diſtin& cauſes in the the 
pPlwace, which may reaſonably be ſuppoſed not ſec 
have happened frequently, and, when it happen one 

to have been of no long duration. Namely, bv in: 

St. Mark and St. Luke muſt have copied in th 0. N 
place from N; and the tranſlator of St. Matthe the 
Hebrew Goſpel muſt have copied in that very pl of 
from St. Mark“. | diff 
5). The examples of verbal agreement in & bet and 
the Greek Goſpels of St. Matthew and St. M XV. 

are numerous and long, becauſe St. Martin wor 
tranſlator was aſſiſted in his tranſlation by St. Mat thoſ 
Goſpel: That our Greek text of St. Marie 2 
Goſpel does not always literally agree with tha * 

St. Mark, when the two Evangeliſts have ms * 

in common with each other, but on the col _ 

that the examples, in which the ſame thing 15 re St 

in different words, are more numerous than . 8 

870 9 . 2 % BE 
An thoſe places therefore, in which all three Goſpels yerballya E 


they contaiu the text o one and the ſame tranſlation, namely th 


ation N · 
21 A T 1 0 


* 4 & > . 


— * 


THREE FIRST GOSPELS, 213 


in which the ſame words are uſed, was occafioned 
partly by the circumſtance that the Greek tranſla- 
tion exhibited in St. Mark's Goſpel was frequently 
too paraphraſtical to be adopted by a tranſlator, 
whoſe object was to give a literal verſion, partly 
becauſe the tranſlator of St. Matthew's Hebrew. 
| Goſpel either did not think it neceſſary at all 
times to conſult St. Mark's Goſpel, or did nat 
always obſerve where St. Mark had matter in 
common with St. Matthew; ſince the copies of 
St. Mark's Goſpel at the end of the firſt and 
the beginning of the ſecond century had pro- 
bably no ſections or diviſions marked in them, but 
were written without diſtinction in one continued 
ſeries, and no one thought at that time of writing 
the Goſpels in parallel columns, as later harmoniſts 
have done, or of making canons, as Euſebius did in 
the fourth century by the help of the Ammonian 

ſections, ſo as to enable the reader to diſcover in 
one Goſpel the paſſages, which correſpond to thoſe 
in another. S904 1 | Ap. 
. Hence we may aſſign the reaſon, why St. Mat- 
thew's Greek text never agrees verbally with that 
of St. Mark in any of thoſe ſections, which occupy 
different places in the two Goſpels, viz. in Sect. V. 
and XI. and in the five ſucceſſive ſections XV. 
XVI. XVII. XVIII. XIX. To render this matter 
more intelligible, it will be neceſſary to arrange 
thoſe ſections, according to the order of St. Mat- 
thew's Goſpel, becauſe their order in St. Mark's 
Goſpel, according to which all the XLII. ſections 
have. been arranged in the Table of parallel and 
coincident paſſages, was no guide to the tranſlator 
of St. Matthew's Hebrew Goſpel. er ag 


d. St. Matthew. St. Mark. 
„ VIII. 2—4. correſponds to I. 40-43. 
3 14—17. 2 289 —34. 
1827 IV. 358—41. 
— a 28—34. - - V. ] —20. 
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WE; St. Matthew. 5:7.” Be, Mark. 


5 IX. 1—8. es IT. I-12, 


„„ 9 om, f.. 
„ 1 - V. 2143. 
OK png. 4 VE, guerg, 
rn XI. | | rm 
„XI. - II. 23—28. 
6 — III. 1—56. 


10 8 5 5 

8 e — 5 20— zo. 
133 — 46—50. . 31—33. 
14. XIII. 1-23. „ 1 
19. XIV. 1— 12. - VI. 14—29. 
. — 30-44. 


From this repreſentation it is evident that Sect. XV. 
XVI. alſo XVII. XVIII. and likewiſe XIX. have in 
St. Mark's Goſpel a different poſition from that which 
they have in St. Matthew's. Further, Se&. V. has: 
different place, for in St. Mark's Goſpel it precede 
Sect. VI. but in St, Matthew's Goſpel follows it : and 
Sect. XI. (though not repreſented in this table) ha 
likewiſe a different poſition, for in Section XI. Mark ii, 
7—19. correſponds to Matth. iv. 23—25. whereas the 
former part of Matthew iv correſponds to the forme! 
part of Mark i. In theſe ſections therefore, the tun 
lator of St. Matthew's Hebrew Goſpel did not obſer 


mere St. Mark had matter in common with St, Mat 


thew, and conſequently could not tranſcribe from him. 
The whole will appear more clearly, if we follow the 
tranſlator of St. Matthew's Hebrew Goſpel from ch. vil. 2 
to ch. xiv. 12. In rendering ch. viii. 2—4. he obſeriel 
that this ſection correſponded to Mark i. 40 — 45. and het 
he retained a great-part of the words, which St Mark had 
uſed : but not in rendering ver. 14—17. becauſe the paral 
lel portion in St. Mark's Goſpel did not follow, but pre 
cede what he had juſt copied. Nor did he perceive the 
portions in St. Mark's Goſpel, which are parallel t 
Matth. viii. 18 — 27. 28—34. (Sect. XV. XVI.) oy 
- ; ; the 
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they follow after an interval o o cha 
But in rendering Matth. — 2 mm 
knew that Mark li. 1— 12. was the hedge. 2 
tion, becauſe he had already copied from the — 1 
4 _ 1 1 5 obſerved what e 
ark ii.: and in rendering Matth. IX. 9 — 
al do's V U he neceſſarily denen the — 
g po 'on ark Il, 13 - 22. becauſe it ſucceeds Wi * 
y interruption. Hence theſe two ſection bi i 
examples of verbal agreement. On the ang _ 
wo to Matth. ix. 18—26. x. ns f — 
55 i 7 he did not obſerve the Ts I. 
ns hy t. Mark's Goſpel, becauſe. theſe like 15 
0 after an interval of more than two cha es 
_—_ l Matth. xii. 1—8. (Sect. IX) he 
. 
2d Mark 11. 13—22. an 
=O what immediately n! „ 5 
N . * 9— 50. xi. 134. (Sect. X. XII. 
0 M. U , neceſſarily perceived the correſpondin . 
eee i. 135. iv. 1-34. becauſe it follo : 
3 n Hence Set. . XII., 
2 ay 8 XIV. exhibit examples of verbal 
ee 8 . the tranſlator came to Matth 
ran den IX.) he again did not perceive 
n ponding portion in St. Mark's Goſpel was 
oo E — becauſe more than a whole chapter 
N Poe in Sed. X 12 
— I. However in Sect. XX. he di 
2 Tv: r place of St. Mark's pony 
"8 IN 105 to the end the ſections follow 1 ths 
ets 8 Goſpels: and from this place th 
1) Buri in the verbal agreement greatly diminiſh : 
#) Butin no inftancethrouphqut all & does St: Mark 
we 1 Wegen with St. Matthew's Greek text 
N N 8 6 agrees with it, becauſe the tiunflator | 
Tiny 4 s Hebrew Goſpel made no uſe of St. 
E pe 8 where he could derive aſſiſtance from 
- Conſequently, the Greek texts of St, 
4 Matthew 
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Matthew and St. Luke could never coincide in y, 
except through the medium of St. Mark's Goſpe, 
e.) St. Mark and St. Luke have a frequent verbal 

agreement in N, becauſe both of them made uſe of 

the fame Greek verſion &. and conſequent 


wherever they copied in the ſame place from d 
they muſt agree verbally with each other *. But 
the inſtances of verbal agreement between St. Matk 
and St. Luke are neither ſo numerous nor ſo long 


as thoſe between St. Mark and St. Matthew, be " 
cauſe the former could not be produced without ü 
the co-operation of two diſtinct cauſes, wherex t 
the latter required the operation of only one cauk, 5 
F.) Hence the examples of verbal agreement in t 
between St. Mark and St. Luke are much infer 0 


in number to the examples of diſagreement. 1% 2. 
on the other hand St. Mark never fails to age 
verbally with St. Luke in N, where St. Matthes 
Greek text agrees verbally with that of St. Luke 
| becauſe the tranſlator of St. Matthew's Hebrew Gol 
pel copied in & from St. Mark only, and not fro 
bk. Luke, and therefore St. Mark muſt alrea 
have agreed with St. Luke, before St. Matthey 

' tranflator could agree with St. Luke. 
g.) In ſeveral of the XLII. general ſections, St. Ma 
agrees verbally in one place with St. Matthew, 
another place with St. Luke, and therefore appei ton 
at firſt fight to have copied from both, not becali not 
he really did copy from both, but becauſe in the one 
place the tranſlator of St. Matthew's Hebrew Golp hich | 
copied from St. Mark, and in the other both We ver 


Mark and St. Luke copied from RN. N 
J.) St. Matthew's Greek text never agrees in 
With that of St. Luke, except where both ag 

with that of St, Mark, becauſe the tranſlator h 

no recourſe to St. Luke, where St. 3 
Wherever St. Mark and St. Luke therefore agree verbally in 

their Goſpels contain the text of one and the ſame tranſlation, - 
of the tranſlation N. | Gs 
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matter in common with St. Matthew. Conſe- 
quently, throughout all & the Greek tranſlation of 
St, Matthew's Goſpel could harmonize with St. 
Luke's Goſpel through no other means, than 
through the medium of St. Mark's Goſpel, and 


therefore in thoſe places only, where St. Mark 


already agreed with St. Luke. » Tr 


i.) Hence it follows that St. Matthew's Greek text 


can never agree in N, partly with that of St. Mark 
and partly with that of St. Luke, nor St. Luke's 
text partly with that of St. Mark and partly with 
that of St. Matthew, as was juſt obſerved bf St. 
Mark's text, becauſe throughout all & St. Mat- 


thew's Greek text never agrees verbally with that 


of St. Luke only. 


2. In a the Greek texts of St. Matthew and St. 
Mark often coincide for the ſame reaſon as they fre- 
quently coincide in NR. For the tranſlator of St. Mat- 
iew's Hebrew Goſpel copied indifcriminately from St. 
lars Goſpel both in & and a, without perceiving 
y diſtinction between them. Examples may be ſeen 
ed. I. AIV. AXE XXXV. XXXVUE XLE! 
ut in the longeſt and the moſt remarkable of all the 
Witions & (Matth. xiv. 3—12. Mark vi. 17-29.) 
ee is no verbal agreement whatſoever, though the 
ative is the ſame in both Goſpels, becauſe this ad- 
tion is in Sect. XIX. in which ſection the tranſlator 
d not copy from St. Mark for the reaſon already 
lened. There are likewiſe other examples of a, in 
ich the Greek texts of St. Matthew and St. Mark 
e very different, nancy; ' 55 


Matth. xii. 48, 49. Mark iii. 33, 34. 


> oy IV. I. 
e . 44 

XXVII. 1. ; XV. I. 

: 13. ; ; LY 


I-18, 6—10. 
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But whoever compares the two texts in theſe ex. 
amples will find, that if the firſt of our Greek Goſpels 
is a /iteral tranſlation from the Hebrew, as is aſſumed 
in the preſent hypotheſis, the tranſlator could not wal 
have copied from St. Mark in theſe examples, becauſe 
though .the matter 1s the ſame, the difference between 
the two Greek texts does not conſiſt merely in a warn. 
tion of ſingle ſynonymous words. Conſequently, in 
theſe examples St. Mark's tranſlation was too free, to 
be adopted by. the literal tranſlator of St. Matthews 
Hebrew Goſpel. : 8 
3. Among the numerous additions g, St. Mark and 
St. Luke verbally agree in only one ſhort ſentence, 
(Mark x. 15. Luke xvii. 17. in Set. XX VI.) becauſe 
the verſion N, which they uſed in common, had been 
made from the Hebrew document, before any of the 
additions «, 8, &c. had been inſerted in the copies of 
it. Conſequently, whenever St. Mark and St. Luke 
in tranſlating from their copies of the Hebrew docu- 
ment &, met with any additions g, their Greek tran 
lation N deſerted them: they were obliged therefore 
to tranſlate for . themſelves, and hence they produced 
in the additions g totally different texts. But as there 
is hardly any rule without an exception, we find one 
here, which however will. not be thought ſufficient 
to prove that the cauſe, on which the rule 1s here 
founded, is falſe, when a probable reaſon may be 
aſſigned for this exception: for when a caule is aſlgned, 
and a rule founded on it, no one can argue from one 
deviation to the falſity of the cauſe, unleſs he can ſhev 
that a deviation from the rule is inconſiſtent with the 
exifience of that cauſe. Now it has been obſerved 
above in ch. xi. that the notation &, when applied io 
the original Hebrew document, muſt not be taken in 
ſo trick a ſenſe, as if the original Hebrew document 
in no inſtance contained a ſentence more than 1s foun 
in all zhree Evangeliſts, for this would imply, not 2. 
that not one of the Evangeliſts, but that none of e 
tranſcribers of the Hebrew document had omitted 3 


o . . * 7 
ſingle ſentence, which was contained in it. "a 
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ſuppole therefore, without doing any injury to our 


ex · 

nels hypotheſis, that the ſentence in Sect. XXVI. which 
ned we now find only in the Goſpels of St. Mark and St. 
well Luke, was in the original Hebrew document, but that 


copy, which St. Matthew uſed, or omitted by St. Mat- 
thew, or by his tranſlator. And the ſuppoſition is fo 
much the more credible, becauſe throughout the whole 
of Sect. XXVI. the matter, which is common to St. 
Mark and St. Luke, is contained likewiſe in St. Mat- 
thew, with the exception of this ſingle ſentence. But if 


and this ſentence was an original part. of the Hebrew do- 
ence, cument, it was contained in the tranſlation N, and St. 
cauſe Mark and St. Luke therefore agree verbally in this 
been rerle, as well as in ten other verſes of Sect: XXVI. 
f the becauſe they, both of them, copied here from their 
72 common verſion. On the other hand, if the ſentence 
Uke 


was not an original part of the document. &, it may 
Jocue 


cranl- or by St. Luke alone, but afterwards interpolated from 
retore. WW the Golpel of the one into the Goſpel of the other by 
Juced WA ome early tranſcriber, who imagined that the latter 
there was defective, becauſe it contained that ſentence leſs 
d one WW than the former: and whatever interpolation was made 
ficient n the ſecond century may be expected to be found in 
here al the manuſcripts, which are now extant. It is true, 
ay be at the verbal agreement of the Evangeliſts cannot 
igned, WW upon the whole be attributed to the alterations of 
n one Wl tranſcribers, as appears from what was ſaid in the latter 
1 ſhev part of ch. 10.: but that they really did interpolate 
a " in ſome caſes is a fact, which is not to be denied. 
ſerve 


ied io WM "mie egal Lodopors na Topeoppois & MH Xeioews, 1 TY 
Ken in et oxen, is undoubtedly an interpolation from St. 
ument WW Luke's Goſpel, ch. x. 12. and is therefore rejected 
found I rom Grieſbach's text *. But wherever a paſſage pe- 


xt only culiar 
of the 


„This is the reaſon why no notice was taken of it in the Table 


tted 3 es 
x may i parallel and coincident paſſages, 


ſuppol 


it was either overlooked by the perſon, who wrote the 


have been an addition, made either by St. Mark alone, 


Thus in Mark vi. 11. the paſſage Apn Neu 5p avex-- 
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culiar to St. Luke's Goſpel was interpolated in d. 
Mark's, or a paſſage peculiar to St. Mark's Goſpel ws 
interpolated in St. Luke's, the paſſage, though in this 
manner become common to Sr. Mark and St. Luke 
was not one of thoſe, which the Evangeliſts derive 
from the additions 8 in their copies of the He=hrey 
document. Since therefore ſeveral caufes of deviation 


from the general rule might ſo eaſily have operated, it j * 
furely allowable to fuppoſe that one of them (and which - 
of them is immaterial to the hypotheſis) operated in the _ 
caſe in queſtion. In fact, where the examples, which con- * 
ſtitute a rule, are numerous, and more than one cauſe the 

may have operated in producing an exception to that + 
rule, there is more reaſon to expect, that one of the * 
cauſes did operate, than the contrary. We may argue ” 
here on the ſame ground, as when the queſtion relates = 


to the identity and diverfity of Greek manuſcripts : for 2s 

in the fame. manner as the argument in favour of the 
identity of MSS. drawn from a general and remarkable 
ſimilarity in two different collations cannot be deftroyed 
by one or two diſcordances, ſo the argument founded 
on St. Mark's and St. Luke's general diſcordance in 
cannot be confuted by one example of coincidence. 
To place the matter in another light, ſuppoſe it were 
an hiſtorical fact attefted by good authority, that St. 
Mark and St. Luke made uſe of a Greek tranſlation 

of a Hebrew document N, but that this tranſlation 
did not contain any of the additions a, f, &c. In that 
caſe, as well as in the preſent, the rule would be, that 
the Goſpels of St. Mark and St. Luke muſt in the 
additions g; have in general a different text. But if h 
any one inftance a ſentence of &, in which both S. 
Mark and St. Luke had copied from their Greek tranF 
lations, was omitted in St. Matthew's Goſpel, or 1 
paſſage originally peculiar to'St. Mark was interpolated 
in St. Luke's Gofpel, or vice verſa, an exception t0 
the rule would neceflarily take place: yet this excep 
tion would not annull the hiſtorical evidence in ſo 
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of che fact, on which that rule was founded. Now, 
whether we acquire our knowledge of a fact by reading 
it in the works of ancient authors, or whether we ac- 
quire it by the deductions of reaſon, a deviation, 


which would not_ ſtagger our belief in the one caſe, 


ought not to ſtagger it in the other. It is true, that 
we may argue falſely in the latter caſe, as an hiſtorian 
may give us falſe information in the former. The only 
queſtion therefore is, whether there is reaſon to believe, 
that the hypotheſis here delivered is true: a queſtion, 
which muft be determined by the general harmony of 
the hypotheſis with the phenomena to be explained. 
If all the phenomena can be explained by it, it is 
ſufficient : and we muſt not expect to find no irregu- 
arity in any one phznomenon, ſince no general law 
can wholly exclude the interpoſition of diſturbing 
powers, | | £ 

4. The additions y, which are peculiar to St. Mat- 
thew and St. Luke, afford examples of a remarkable 
verbal coincidence, becauſe where the tranflator of 
St. Matthew's Hebrew Goſpel came to any one of 
theſe additions, St. Mark's Goſpel deſerted him; 
and where he could derive no aſſiſtance from St. 
Mark's Goſpel, he conſulted that of St. Luke. 
Thus in Sect. I. (Matth. in. 1—12. Mark i. 2—8. 
Luke iii. 1-18.) which relates to John the Baptiſt, 
St. Mark's account is much ſhorter than that, either of 
St. Matthew, or of St. Luke, for John's addreſs to the 
Phariſees and Sadducees, which in St. Matthew's 
Goſpel takes up fix verſes, and in St. Luke's Goſpel 
ſill more, takes up only two verſes in St. Mark's 
Goſpel. Here therefore St. Matthew's tranſlator could 
not derive much aſſiſtance from St. Mark. Conle- 
quently, after having copied from St. Mark in two 
verſes in the former part of the ſection, namely, 
in Matth. ui. 3, 6. he had recourſe to St. Luke, when 
he came to ver. 7, 8, 9, 10: and throughout theſe four 
verſes he retained all the words of St. Luke, except 


that 
* 


x _4ranſlator. has ixavos T& v rod n Baraca. 
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that in ver. 8. he ſubſtituted deore for aptnole*, When 
he came to ver. 11. St. Mark had again matter in 


common with St. Matthew: but in this verſe, thoush f 
g 8 


St. Mark and St. Luke verbally agree, the tranſlator of 
St. Matthew's Hebrew Goſpel did not wholly retain the 
words of either, for both St. Mark and St. Luke uſe 
the proverb ixavos Aura Tov ipacura: Tw vyrodnuarur, for 
which St. Matthew muſt have ſubſtituted a different 
one, though one of ſimilar import, ſince the Greek 
Again at 
ver. 12. St. Luke alone has matter in bo RI with 
St. Matthew: and in this verſe both Goſpels, as in 
ver. 7 10. have the fame text. 15 

In like manner we may trace the tranſlator of St. 
Matthew's Hebrew Goſpel, ſometimes copying from 8. 
Mark, where St. Mark had the ſame matter, and St. Mark's 
tranſlation ſuited his purpoſe, at other times, where St. 
Mark deſerted him, copying from St. Luke, as far as &. 
Luke had matter in common with St. Matthew. And 
there is no neceſſity for ſuppoſing that the tranl- 
lator made an accurate collation of the Goſpels of 8. 
Mark and St. Luke, and that he noted in the latter 
the paſſages, which were not contained in the former; 
for he had nothing more to do, than to obſerve duiing 
his tranſlation, how far St. Mark's Goſpel continued 
to have the fame matter with St. Matthew's, and in 
whatever ſection the former had leſs than the latter, to 
look into St. Luke's Goſpel. In the additions T, 


which will be examined. under the Fourth Diviſion, 
the 


2 Tt is not impoſſible . that the Greek tranſlator of St. Matthew's 
Hebrew Goſpel wrote agZnobe, and that Jour- is an accidental ex. 
change made by tranſcribers, as it is very eaſy to confound theſe 
words, when they are written in capitals. For wn ef ne be N, 
much more conſonant to the general ſtyle of the New Teſtament and 
LXX. writers than wn denne Ay. On the other hand, if Jo£nre be 
genuine, we, may ſuppoſe that the Hebrew text was J JIN 


and that as ON in Hiphil, ſignifies © voluit,” as well as © incepit, 


St. Matthew's tranſlator preferred the former ſente, though St. Luke 


had adopted the latter. 


the 

Luke 
we ar 
of m 
for if 
2 wh 
the ( 
o 11 
in all 
thew 


SECO 


In 
zoree! 
that 
Thus 
dect. 
verba 
ll. II 
reaſon 
For 1 
grain 
up on 
tbew's 


d Ei. 
tion th 
Goſpel, 
M. 
peculia 


a Verb; 
ages, 
Obſery; 
they a 
What f 
t. Mat 


THREE FIRST COSPELS. 223 


the tranſlator made very conſiderable uſe of St. 
Luke's Golpel: but in the inſertions y, with which 
we are at preſent concerned, he had not an opportunity 


Then! 
er in 
Ough 


or oo of making ſuch frequent uſe of St. Luke's Goſpel ; 
1 the for if we reckon only ſuch inſertions , as conſtitute 
- uſe WW: whole ſentence, J have obſerved.only tour throughout 


the Goſpels of St. Matthew and St. Luke, namely 
wo in Sec. I. one in Sect. III. and one in Set. XXXI.: 
in all of which however the Greek texts of St. Mat- 
thew and St. Luke have a verbal coincidence. 
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SECOND DIVISION: CONTAINING THE ADDI- 


f St. 
mY TIONS A. 


m St. 
lark, 
re %. In A, St. Matthew's Greek text has a frequent verbal 
3s Kt. agreement with that of St. Mark, for the ſame reafon 
And that the two texts frequently coincide in & and a. 
tran. tus among the ſections, which form the additions A, 


of St. 
latter 
mer; 


Kct. J. IV. V. VI preſent long examples of cloſe 
rerbal agreement: but in the two intermediate ſections 
ll. III. there is no verbal agreement whatſoever, the 
ralon of which however is very eaſy to be aſſigned. 


urin 

0. for in Sect. II. which relates to the parable of the 

nd in gran of muſtard-ſeed, and in St. Mark's Goſpel takes 

er, to up only three verſes®, ch. iv. 30—32. and in St. Mat- 

ns I, bes's Goſpel only two“, ch. xii. 31, 32. the form, 

viſion, | | ha” 
the 


* Eichhorn (Allgem. Bibl. Vol. V. p. 922), refers to this ſec- 
- my parable of the leaven, but this parable is not in St. Mark's 
olpe a * 


* Matth. xiii. 33. contains the parable of the leaven, which is 
1 peculiar to the Goſpels of St. Matthew and St. Luke, who have here 
2 ” r Ferbal coincidence. See the Table of parallel and coincident paſ- 
Sure kyes, de, IX. Fourth Diviſion. In ver. 34. St. Matthew has an 
987, Ofervation in common with St. Mark, ch. iv. 33, 34. in which 
* ey agree in one expreſſion, xe mapaCnn; PX EA@Xt avro;. But 
t. Luxe Meat follows from ver. 33. to the end of the chapter is related by 
. Matthew alone. 
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in which St. Mark has given the parable is too different ts in 
from that, in which it appears in St. Matthew's Goſpel, tion 
to have been adopted by a literal tranſlator. na ue 
Sect. III. which contains Matth. xiii. 54—58. Ma Wiſh as 
vi. 1—6.. is an inſertion between the 17th and 18th of at u. 
the general ſections *, both of which were tranſpoſed by Mh 


St. Matthew, 'and with them the intermediate portion, 
St. Matthew's tranſlator therefore did not obſerye this 
portion in St. Mark's Goſpel : and indeed, if he had, 
he could not have copied much from St. Mark, becaule 
there 1s ſome difference even in the matter. 
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THIRD DIVISION: CONTAINING THE ADDITIONS 
| B. 


In B the relation, which St. Mark and St. Luke 
bear to each other in reſpect to verbal agreement i 
very different from that, which they bear to each other 
in N, and is ſimilar to that, which they bear to each 


other in 8, becauſe their Greek verſion & did not cos. de 1, 
tain the additions g and B. Conſequently in B, as wel Wie, t 
as in B, their tranſlations from their copies of tte 
Hebrew document had no connexion with each other, 
as they had in &, and therefore they exhibit different r, 
texts. It is true, that there is one exception in B, a" 5: : 
was obſerved above in reſpect to g: for in Sect. I. (the 
only one of the ſections belonging to the Third D. nn“ 
ſion, which exhibits any inftance of verbal agreement) pr 
Mark i. 24. 25. has a cloſe verbal agreement with" 
Luke iv. 34, 35. though in all the reſt of the lection, 
as well in what precedes, as what follows the coincident e: 2 


paſſage, the ſame thing is related by the two Fuß bl ha 
Ils 


4 Sect. XVII. in St. Mark's Goſpel, ends with ch. v. 43: and ticular 
Set. XVIII. begins with ch. vii. 7. The addition therefore | 
ch. vii. i—6, had been made between thoſe two ſeRions, Plent t 
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ls in different words *. The cauſe of this ſingle ex- 


erent 
oſpel, eon to the general rule, that St. Mark and St. 
aud ke do not verbally agree in B, is more difficult to 


Mak angned, than the cauſe of the exception in g. At 
th of we cannot well ſuppoſe, that Sect. I. of the Third 
ed by ion was an original part of &: for ſince it includes 


tion, lark i. 21—28. Luke iv 31—37. it is too long to 


O 


e this Wort the ſuppoſition. of it's omiſſion in St. Matthew's 
e had, opel, if St. Matthew's document had contained it. 


an aſſign therefore no other cauſe*, than that tran- 
bers have in this paſſage altered one Goſpel from 
e other: and we may really trace in the MSS. which 
e ſtill extant, deviations, which render it not impro- 


ecaule 


ions ro ſimilar as they are at preſent. Thus, the word 
not improbably an interpolation in St. ' Mark's 


Luke | Goſpel, 


nent 18 ad ee 
h other la Eichborn's Allgem. Bibl. Vol. V. p.'757-+960, is given a 


plete analyſis of this ſection. 


perhaps it will be thought unneceflary to ſrek 2 particular cauſe 
| the verbal agreement between St. Mark and St. Luke in 15 
Age, becauſe, though two independent tranſlators, and eſpecially 


0 each 


ot con- 
4s well 


of the Welors of a different deſcription, like St. Mark and S. Lake; 
other mot verbally agree for many ſentenggs together, they may agree 


a ingle paſſage, if the words of the original in that paſſage are 


lffer cot ar, and the conſtruction plain and eaſy. The paſſage in queſ- 
in B, % B: Ea, th nor x MO, Inog Naa gm 3 „beg aTONEG os n 
. (the k 0t Tig thy & dee T Orte x r., avrw 5 lnesg Azywny 
4 Divi- Ami zal Cech. of a. Now whether the words and the con- 

lion of this text are ſuch, as will warrant the ſuppoſition, that 
cement) ns produced by two independent tranſlators, who have very dif- 
nt with eh rendered both the preceding and the following part of the 
{e&1on, we, is a queſtion, which I will neither abſolutely affirm, nor 
- ene ately deny. But the affirmative appears at leaſt to be impro- 


7 i — therefore it is not unreaſonable to conclude, that the 
ums an exception to the general rule, that they do not agree 
ally in the ſections B,” was effected by the intervention of 2 
picular cauſe, which has not operated in any other part of theſe 
Fons. At any rate however this D will hardly be thought 
ment to deſtroy the general hypotheſis, fince a cauſe of it may 


P 


E.vange- 


liſts 


. 43- 1 
therefore 


able that the two texts in this paſſage were originally 


with which the paſſage now begins in both Goſpels, 


mony between St. Mark and St. Luke in this inftance, as 
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Goſpel, as appears from the good authorities, wh 
reject it: inſtead of oO, Origen and other Gree 
fathers quote «dupe from St. Mark: and at the + 
of the paſſage in St. Luke's Goſpel ar' avre has a het! 
claim to authenticity, than the common reading a 


FOURTH DIVISION: CONTAINING THE ADDITI0N 
| . „ . 


In the additions T, the relation, which the Gree 
texts of St. Matthew and St. Luke bear to each othe 
is very different from that, which they bear to eit 
other in &, and is ſimilar to that, which they bear 
each other in , becauſe, though the tranſlator of 
Matthew's Hebrew Goſpel made no ufe of St. Luke 
Goſpel; where St. Mark had matter in common-wi 
St. Matthew, he made very material uſe of i 
the places, where St. Mark had no matter in comme 
with St. Matthew. Hence in the ſections, which 1 
peculiar- to St, Matthew and Luke, we find a very 
quent and cloſe verbal coincidence, as may be ſeen ( 
turning to the examples produced in the Fourth I 


viſion. 


| hes 4 . 8 | 
As the additions F are of two kinds, I* and T', 
is, additions, which have correſpondent places, and ad 


tions, which have not correſpondent places, in the Go 


of St. Matthew and St. Luke, it will be objected perhap 
that there is an inconſiſtency in aſcribing the vet 
agreement between the Greek texts of St. Matthew a 
St. Luke in T“ to a verbal tranſcription from St. Luk 
Goſpel by St. Matthew's tranſlator, fince the phen 
menon, that St. Matthew's Greek text never agt 
verbally with that of St. Mark in any of thoſe (ett 
of N, which have not correſpondent places in 
Goſpels of St. Matthew and St. Mark, has been « 
plained on the ſuppoſition, that St. Matthew's tral 
lator did not obſerve in what parts of St. Mat 
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which it occupted in St. Luke's Goſpel, could ng 
eſcape the notice of St. Matthew's tranſlator, though 
it is in Luke vii. 18— 35. becauſe, before he cane to 
Sect. V. he had already in Sect. II. (which: is on: AR! - 
the fections ) copied from the former part of Like 
vii. and therefore had obſerved what folloxd u e 
Place in St. Luke's Goſpel. On the other hand, in w_— 
Sect. XII. the laſt, and one of the longeſt of the ſediom - 
peculiar to St. Matthew and St. Luke, there was no- 
thing, which particularly led to the diſcovery of it i 
St. Luke's Goſpel, for it is contained in ch. xix, u- 
28. and is at a conſiderable diſtance from any of that 
paſſages, in which St. Matthew's tranflator had uſd 
the Goſpel of St. Luke. Accordingly in this ſeddidt 
we find in the Greek Goſpels of St. Mattheiv and 8. 
Luke two very different texts. : 
With reſpect to the ſections T., which are only the 
in number, Sect. I. and II. no difficulty could take 
place, as they occupy correfpondent places in bat 
Goſpels*. It is true, that in Sect. I. which propetl 
contains only Luke vi. 20—49. (this portion of . 0 
Luke's Goſpel being all that St. Luke has, in cmi e 
of the ſermon on the mount), and Matth. v. vi. 
we fihd a verbal coincidence, not only with ſeveral cor 
reſpondent paſſages of Luke vi. 20-49. but likew 
with ſome paffages in Luke xi. xii. and with one pt 
ſage in Luke xvi. 13. Now we have already ſeen tha 
St. Matthew's 'tranflator particularly conſulted that po 
tion of St. Luke's Goſpel, in which theſe chapters 
contaited, and therefore it is not extraordinary th 
among the many ſentences, which are contained in i 
rious parts of that portion as well as in Matth. v. V. 
ſome few of them ſhould have been obſerved by d 
Matthew's tranſlatorb. mh 


8 See the latter part of Ch. XI. Note . | 
b Beſide the precepts and doctrines delivered in Matth. v. vi. "ſh i : 
which are contained likewiſe in the correſpondent part of St. Luke lich! 
Goſpel, ch. vi 20--49- there are thirty verſes of Matth. v. . 1. B 
which are ſcattered in various parts of the long portion Lake pe 


[| 
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Thus far the verbal harmony of our three firſt 
opels has been explained. With reſpect to the ex- 
nples, in which the fame facts are related in different 


nc An nonymous terms, which are more numerous than 
Luke e examples, in which. the fame words are uſed, the 
| that WS r1anation of them is ſo obvious from what has been 
ad, WW -ady-ſaid, that it is almoſt unneceſſary to enter into 
eCtions particular detail. of them. Wherever Greek writers, 


o tranſlate from the ſame Hebrew original, make 


n heir tranſlations themſelves, or without any foreign 
. 11 that is, without either copying the one from the 
f tet der, or jointly tranſcribing from ſome verſion already 
7 nade, they will of courſe produce Greek texts, which 


pree in a ſynonymity, but not a ſameneſs of expreſſion. 
Hence St. Mark and St. Luke, in g and B, as in theſe 
wdiions and ſections they were under the neceſſity of 


on w aating for themſelves, exhibit two Greek texts, 
e ech agree in ſenſe and in form, but differ in words. 
n dahrde fame effect was likewiſe produced in N, except 
dropeden both of hem had recourſe to their common 


erſion N in the ſame place. In like manner, the trag(- 
tor of St. Matthew's Hebrew Goſpel, who had no 
wourſe to St. Luke's Goſpel, as long as he could de- 
je aſſiſtance from St. Mark, has produced throughout 
I a gifferent Greek text from that of St. Luke, 
(cept where an agreement was occaſioned by the in- 
kyeation-of St. Mark's Goſpel. And his Greek text 
 fequently different from char of St, Mark allo, he- 
le he either did not, or could not at all times, for 
jalons already aſſigned, make ule of St. Mark's Goſpel. 
To quote the examples, in which the fame things 
related in different words, in the fame manper 2s 
e examples of verbal agreement have been exhibited 
b the preceding Table, is unneceſſary, becauſe all the 

paſſages, 


pier a 
a tha 
d in v1 

v. Vl, vl 


d by N 
Th 


„ e + But they, are confined within a penal moe of it 
. v. 14 . 2. — vi. 18.: and of theſe thirty verſes, there are only nine, 
St. ch. have a verbal agreement. The reft were either over] * 
1. v. vi. AVE à yerbal agreement. The reſt were verlooke 


t. Matthew's tranſlator, or the did not fit his purpoſe, which 
TA ' I! 4 5 R * 2 * 51 + o CA is i o© ? Y d d - Polę, hic 

Lake * to give a literal tranſlation of Vid original, N Vn 0 
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paſſages, which are common to any two, or to all thr 
of the Evangeliſts, and do not appear in that Tj 
may be conſidered as examples of the former kind 
And that in general the examples of this deſcripio 
are {uch, as might, and probably would, have reſuled 
from a diverſity of tranſlation from the fame Heber 
original, which 1s all that is required in the examinatin 
of an hypotheſis, is a matter, which no one, who he 
read what Eichhorn and Bolten have written on thi 


ſubject, | will deny. 


t th 

: on 
d th 

| , | 2 Co] 

"Io E H-A'P. XVII. is of 


4 


THE PRECEDING HYPOTHESIS TRIED BY THE PB 
' NOMENA IN, THE CONTENTS AND ARRANGENMEN 
of THE GOSPELS, 5 


I. appears then, that the phænomena of every 
1 ſcription in the verbal agreement and difagreemt 
of the Evangeliſts may be ſolved by the propoſed h 
potheſis. Conſequently, it remains only, that we & 
mine, whether the phænomenæ in the contents andt 
arrangement of the Goſpels are likewiſe capabk 
being ſolved by it. _ 
To begin with St. Mark, whoſe: Goſpel has hithe 
been a ſubject of great controverſy. One of the m 
remarkable phenomena relative to the contents of 
' Mark's Goſpel is, that if we except the addition . 
ſingle circumſtances, with which St. Mark bas frequent. t 
enfiched the narrative common to all three Evangeli 
there are not more than twenty-four verſes in his wi 
i ee Olin. 


+ The former in the Eſſay above quoted, ſect. 23: die 40 
in tbe Notes to his German tranſlation of our three firſt Gol 
If Eichhorn had paid the fame attention to the examples of Mk y. 

agreement, as to the exam! 
probably have leſt little td 

this diſſertation. . 


5 
1 
3 


ave. been petformed by the art 


_ 


1 of verbal diſagreement, he # 


opel, which contain facts, that are not recorded either 
St. Matthew or by St. Luke *: whence. it has been 
kin ppoſed that St. Mark uſed the Goſpels both of St. 
lutbew and St. Luke, and that he ſelected from 
in Goſpel; ſince, unleſs theſe Goſpels had ſerved as 
ides to St. Mark, it would not have been in his 
oer, as is ſuppoſed, to ſelect out of the great num- 
rof facts, which the life of Chriſt preſented, thoſe 
I, which St. Matthew or St. Luke had recorded, 
t the preſent hypotheſis accounts for this phæno- 
non full as well, as the ſuppoſition that St. Mark 


ho b. 
on thy 


copy of the Hebrew document, which was the 
is of St. Mark's Goſpel, was N TATA TB, and 
s copy contained nothing, but what was contained 
erin & T ATT, the copy uſed by St. Mat- 
", or in X+8+%+B+T"*, the copy uſed by St, 
uke, And fince the phenomena in the verbal agree- 
nt of St, Mark and St, Luke are incompatible with 
ſuppoſition that the one uſed the Golpel of the 
der, the preſent hypotheſis not only may, but muſt 
adopted to explain the phenomenon in queſtion. 


b PHE 
3EMEN 


very e 
greens 
ofed b 


We en 
. and e Another phænomenon in St. Mark's Goſpel is, that 
abe has placed all the facts, which he has in common 


ih with St. Matthew and with St. Luke, preciſely 
the ſame order as St. Luke has placed them *, which 
afforded another argument for the opinion, either 
yt, Mark copied from St. Luke, or St. Luke from 


s hithet 
the me 
nts of! 


dition Mark. Now theſe two Evangeliſts agree through- 
frequeo|fF ® the arrangement of their facts, not becauſe the 
vancel copied from the other, but becauſe both St, Mark 
his 5 and 
Gold 


| Comment, Theol. Tom. I. p. 382—384. 
| bee Ch, viii. i 


J 


: the K | 

> on ** the Catalogue of the XLII. general ſections, given above 
: 77 . ah 92 5 . Bs they regularly follow without any 
„l oſpe a . i 
Ne wh — pels of St. Mark and St. Luke, though not in 


2 4 
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em ſuch facts, as he thought proper to relate in his 


d the Goſpels of St. Matthew and St. Luke: for 
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and St. Luke, according to the propoſed hypotheis 
retained the facts, in the ſame order, in which they found 


FIR f fer 
them in their common Hebrew document: where 5 
St. Matthew has in ſeveral ſections a different arrange per 
ment, becauſe he made ſeveral tranſpoſitions. MW 

The paſſages, which St. Mark and St. Luke on dod 
have in common with each other, whether they a 
the ſmaller inſertions g, or the large additions B., occy the 
likewiſe correſpondent places in the two Goſpels, be bot 
cauſe theſe paſſages had been added in their copies MW {1 
the common Hebrew document, and were retained þ duc 
St, Mark and St. Luke without any alteration in thei me 
poſit ion. CORR ſ 1, low: 
The paſſages, which St. Matthew and St, Mark or Lui 
have in comtman with each other, whether they are tk Ma 

- ſmaller inſertions «, or the larger additions A, bl Ma 
in both Goſpels, except in one inſtance, the fame pc the 
fition, becauſe theſe paſſages had been added in t (4; 
copies of the common Hebrew document: the polio reco 
of which St. Mark every where retained, and St. M ihe 
thew hkewiſe, except in one inſtance, This inſtance abo: 
Sect. III. of the Second Diviſion, Matth. xii. ;4—-WM h 
Mark vi: 1—6.: an addition, which had been made S. 

the Hebrew document & between Sect. XVII. u part 

Set. XVIII. of the general Sections: for Sect. AV iy, 
contains Mark v. 2143. and Sect. XVIII. Mark WM fn 
7 rz. Now both Se&t, XVII, and Sect. AV vpe 
were tranſpoſed by St. Matthew; and therefore i of a 
not extraordinary that a tranſpoſition of the intermediſ nd 
addition lixewiſe took placgcgee. they 

Of the paſſages, which St, Luke has in common bas 
St. Matthew only, ſome occupy: correſpondent pa wii. 
in the two Goſpels, as the additions y and T., wi fder: 
others, namely the additions P“ are inſerted in ph differ, 
which do not correſpond to each other. The addi 
7 have the ſame poſition in the two Goſpels, beca To 
they were aygmentations of certain ſections of 8 a 20. ve 
therefore like « and B, could not have been rem! a} y 
E 


from thoſe ſections, without deſtroying the content 


_— 
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1 form from that which it has in St. Luke's Goſpels Th 
| However, what deſerves particularly to be noticed, tain p 
4 both Evangeliſts begin the ſermon with the ſame pre. by St. 
= cept, 49xagio; ol wrwxa, and end with the ſame parable, nd h. 
448 namely, a compariſon of a man, who built his houſe 10 C 
FF on a rock, with him, who hears and performs the word had n. 
F of God, and of a man, who built his houſe on the differe 
| ſand, with him, who hears the word of God, but does in It N 
not perform it. Both St. Matthew and St. Luke obſery 
1 ö therefore have recorded the fame ſermon, though St. and p 
: 46 Matthew has dilated it by the inſertion of many pre- af the 
ö 4 cepts, which St. Luke did not inſert in it“. | Miu. 
[i 8 The tent 
| | | | dicou! 
» The following Table repreſents the paſſages of Matth. v. vi. vi. Ibo 
which are contained partly in Luke vi. 20-49. and partly in it thei 
Luke ix. 5I — viii. 14. | their 
| | time, 1 
Matth. v. 3—6. Luke vi. 20, 21. res 
4 11, 12. e az. | 1 
HS . 33. Korg 
18. | xvi. . the fac 
25 26. XII. 58. 59. Were n. 
32. a XVI. 18. f with 
39—42. vi. 29, 30. b. ws 
0 25, 28. being 9 
FO» 47 · 32, 33. Ld 
: 48. Y * = 
e 1 dend! 
19-21. | - Xs 33, 34: | Inet. 
22, 23. be FS Ki. 34—36. moral d | 
24+ PRIN 5 Te 0 
W XII. 22—31. enfiftent 
vii. 1-3. WI. 342. | common] 
AAA yiodt icy tf 8 gr $3s I *46:4:M ſelly rec, 
nd vo nde lay hay 
13. : EY | xiii. 24. . ” q 
„ "It 
22, 23. xi. 25—27. ik 
. N „„ 55 llem, be 
1 5 4 ie mou 
The preceding repreſentation of the origin of the ſermon on th 2 
mount, in St. Matthew's Goſpel is very conſiſtent with the * } Mat 
of ſeveral modern critics, (ſee eſpecially Pott de natura atque ino eto d. 


oration 


N Luke. 


n on th 
opiniot 
je indol 
oration! 
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The ſections Pa, all of which, without exception, con- 
tain precepts, diſcourſes, or parables, were derived both 
þy St. Matthew and by St. Luke from the Traponoyin 
and hence all theſe ſections occupy different places in the 
mo Goſpels, becauſe St. Matthew and St. Luke, who 
had no knowledge of each other's writings, uſed it in a 
liferent manner, A great number of precepts contained 
in it were transferred by St, Matthew, as has been already 
obſerved, to the Sermon on the mount. The diſcourſes 
1nd parables, which he found in it, he inſerted in parts 
of the following chapters of his Goſpel, IX, x. xi. xiii +, 
will, Xxii. Xxiii. XV, xxv. having regard probably to 
the times, and to the occaſions, on which thoſe 
diſcourſes and parables were delivered. But St. Luke, 
o had not, like St. Matthew, been preſent 
t their delivery, had no other means of determining 
their chronological order, than the internal notes of 
lime, which were diſcernible in the diſcourſes them- 
ſelves, or in the facts, which gave riſe to them, - ſince, 
wording to the propoſed hypotheſis, though many of 
the facts, which gave riſe to the diſcourſes and parables, 
gere noticed in the P,], i, the whole was arranged 
mthout any regard to chronological order, the Tywpongyia 
being à collection, which was gradually formed by con- 

| tinual 
ionis montanæ, Helmſtadii 1788, 4to.) that the ſermon on the 
nount, as pronounced by Chriſt, had not that form and extent, which 
de ind in the ſermon recorded by St. Matthew ; and that St. Matthew 
linſelf, in order to give a general and comprehenſive view of Chriſt's 
tral doctrines, inſerted in it many precepts, which had been deli- 
del on various other occaſions. On the other hand, it is not in- 
tonliſtent with the contrary opinion, which has been hitherto the 
fonmonly received one, for "Chriſt's ſermon may have been imper- 
tel recorded in the decument N. many of the precepts there omitted 
Way have been inſerted in various places of the Tywponoyia, or docu- 
mnt J, and St. Matthew may have done nothing more than reſtore 
dem to the place, to Which. they properly belonged, while St. Luke 
Mo was not a hearer of Chriſt, may have left them where he found 
len, becauſe he did not know that they belonged to the ſermon on 
yan, OG | 1 | 

1 Matth, xiii. 3——52. contains a collection of parables, of which 
ir o delivered in ver. 31— 33. were taken from the TrupoAoyicl 
late has them in Ch, xiii. 18==21. Ts 5 
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tinual acceſſions of new matter, as new! communicatinn 
were made by the Apoſtles, and other immediate gif. 
ples of Chriſt?. Accordingly St. Luke, with exception 
to a diſcourſe and a parable, both of which have intern 
notes of time, retained the precepts, parables and i 
courſes, which had been recorded in the vapor) in 
the collection, in which he found them. He care be 
however to the whole the form of a narrative, in or. 
to make it correſpond with the reſt of his Goſpel, whit 
was not a collection of unconnected facts, but a continuo Luk. 
hiſtory. © The portion of St. Luke's Goſpel, which H eo. 
recenſion of the Trupoxayie occupies, is ch. ix. 51—xvii iP" 
14. a portion”, which commences with Chriſt's preps iro 
ration to depart from Galilee, to go for the laſt time I oon 
Jeruſalem, and ends before his arrival at Jericho. I ich 
in ch. ix. 51. 52. St. Luke ſays that Chriſt was prep 
Ting to go to Jeruſalem, and for that purpoſe ſent meſon! 
ſengers to Samaria : in ch, xviii. 35. he ſays that Chi ie 
was approaching toward Jericho, and in ch. xix. 1. th 
he arrived there. Conſequently all the precepts, pan 
bles, and diſcourſes, which St. Luke has- recorded i 
r The grand object of inquiry was, aua. doctrines Chriſt u 
taught; the time, at which they were taught, was an inferior cori 
ration. 

2 Theſe will be examined in the next paragraph. 


This portion, which contains more than eight fucceflive capt 
particularly diſtinguiſhes itſelf from the reſt of St. Luke's Golyel, 1 
only by its confilting chiefly of diſcourſes, whereas the reſt of 
Luke's Goſpel conſiſts chiefly of facts, but likewiſe by another circu 
| Rance. Namely, from Sect. I. to Sect. XXV. of the general ſeQion 
St. Mark and St. Luke agree in a ſeries of facts, which they relate 
the ſame order: and Se&. XXV. if we include the addition 1 
which St. Mark and St. Luke have; but not St, Matthew, exten 
Mark ix. 41, Luke ix 50. Here all connexion between the two Gol 
ceaſes, and does not fe- eommence before Luke xvili. 15, Kc. 
.correſponds to Mark x. 13, &c. and 1s Sect. XXVI. of the ge 
ſections, from which place to the end of their Goſpels St, Mars 
St. Luke agree again in a ſeries of fats, which they relate in thel 
order. Further, if we deduct the whole of Luke ix. 51-1. 
the narrative in St. Luke's Goſpel does not appear to have any 1. 
ruption: for Ch. xviii. 15, Ce. connects yery well with Ch. Us , 
50. but it has no connexion whatever with Ch. xi. 1 14. 
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ch. ix. $1 —xviii. 14. , are by their poſition in St. Luke's 
Golpel repreſented as, delivered in the interval, which 
capſed between Chriſt's preparation to depart from 
Galilee, and his arrival at Jericho *: and it is probable, 
that many of them were delivered in that interval, that 
& Luke knew that they were, and that on this account 
he choſe that particular part of his Goſpel for thezinſer- 
jon of the ſubſtance of the Twuonopia. But that ſome 
of the:diſcourſes and . parables, which are recorded in St. 
oke ix. 51==xv01.' 14. were delivered by Chriſt long 
delore he left: G alilee to go for the laſt time to Jeruſalem, 
nd that oth] were delivered after Chriſt had paffed 
b ugh Jericho, is certain. . For inſtance, the weoe- de. 
"ne e oanced to Chorazin, Bethſaida, and Capernaum *, 

fich St. Luke has in ch. x. 1315. was ſpoken by 
a iſt eren before the death of ſohn the Baptiſt, and 


ons 
lc. 
tion 
nal 
cl. 
1% ih 
gave 
order 
which 
1nued 
ch bs 


vil. 


bw onſequently ſome: time before Chriſt's departure from 
Chi nile: for St. Matthew has not only recorded it in ch. 
1. the . immediately after; John's meflage. to Chriſt, but 


„ p sexpreſsly ſaid that Chriſt at that very time denounced 
orded ee 0 the cities in which he had performed the greateſt 

eanber of miracles. Likewiſe Chriſt's cenſure of der- 
Vs iin perſons, who required["bfrhim - a fign % which St. 
Jager” te has in Ch. xi. '24—32 was. delivered ſome time 


ter having recorded this cenſure in ch. xii. 38—45. 
ys expreſsly, ch. xi. 1. that Chriſt went on tat uery 


pag b10 the fea fide “, that is, to the coaſt of the ſea of 
felt of {WF berias, or the lake of Genneſaret. On the other 
ther citcu | 3 
eral ſecho 0 : | f 5 
they relate Hence Eichhorn ſuppoſes ( Alegem. Bibl. Vol. V. p. 992. 095.) 
1ditjon 1 the portion Luke ix. 51 —xvitl. 14. was taken from a document, 
w. extends N h contained an account of Chriſt's principal actions and diſcourſes 
e two Gol 1 laſt journey to Jeruſalem. EONS Eng bas 
„Kc. a ea. v1. of the Fourth Diviſion. 


of the gen 


St. Mark 5 Matth. xi. 20. 21. Tor nes 061. % T'a5 mots, jo a5 EYSvOUT , 
te ; 4 theft Ora, dora erg evte, ö re {xeTEYonTaY. Ovuas o Nog Qu v. A. 
5 A \ * p . 
i. vil. of the Fourth Diviſion. 
ave an} 1 


Ch, u. 1] 


I bt Ty dg extin therdar's Ince5 amo Th; VINIGHs enced aro wage 
ts | 


FTTH 


dore his departure from Galilee: for St. Matthew, 


| 
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hand, Chriſt's lamentation over the future fate of Jeruſa⸗ 
lem“, which St. Luke has in ch. xiii. 34. 35. wa 
uttered: after Chriſt's arrival in Jeruſalem : for St. Mar. 
thew has not only recorded it in ch. xxiii.. 3) —39. after 
he had- related Chriſt's arrival in Jeruſalem”, but fas 
exprelsly-thar this lamentation was made in the temple!, 
And the parable of the faithful and unfaithful ſervants? 
which St: Lüke has in cli. xii. 42—48. was delivered 
by Chriſt while he was ſtanding without the temple?; 
tor St. Matthew has. recorded it in ch. xxiv. 45- 51. 
as delivered by Chriſt immediately after his prophecy of 
_ the deſtruction of Jeruſalem, with the viggy of exhorting 
his diſciples: to prepare themſelves againſt the expetted 
day. In like manner it may be ſhewn by the aid af 
St. Matthew's Goſpel: that ſeveral other diſcourſes of 
Chriſt, which St. Luke has recorded in ch. ix. 51- 
xvili. 14. were not delivered in the interval which 
elapſed between Chriſt's laſt departure from Galilee and 
his arrival in Jericho: but, like the four juſt mentioned, 
they are not accompanied in St. Luke's Goſpel, and 
conſequently were not accompanied in the document, 
from which St. Luke derived them, by any ſuch cler 
and diſtinct facts, as could lead to the diſcovery of the 
real time, in which they were delivered. It is remark- 
able, that throughout the whole of that long portion 
Luke ix. $1—xvill. 14. not one of the places, in 
which the parables and diſcourſes were delivered, ate 
„„ 55 25 | mentioned 
ect. X. ofthe Fourth Diviſion, : 
e | | 
In ch. xxi. 13. St. Matthew relates that Chriſt entered into tit 
temple; and that all the diſcourſes recorded in Ch. xxi. xx1. xx 


were delivered in the temple appears ſrom what St. Matthew fays u 
Ch. xxiv. 1. Xs te EN H 0 Ino85 ETOpeveTo a m0 TY ite · 


esd. XI. of the Fourth Diviſion. 


d In Ch. xxiv. 1. a. St. Matthew, after having ſaid that Chrif 
went out of the temple, adds, xas weoonafor of pautnres Bes 
eidg. ar Ta; oixodojpur; Te den. O gs Incus cmrev avToH: 5 
begins Chriſt's prophecy of the deſtruction of the temple and 0 
city of Jeruſalem, | | 
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uſa mentioned by name: for in the few inſtances, in which 
Was places are mentioned at all, they are mentioned in in- 


Mat- definite terms. Thus ch. ix. 52. eine erg hn Tu α 
alter I kamen. ch. x. 38. eenaben £45 ven Twe, Ch. xi. 1. w mw 
 fays £v%s uro EV Tomo Tivs. ch. xvii. 12. EITE@XOfphrvs ur 615 
ple. 16s m. This 15 perfectly conſiſtent with the ſuppo- 


ſition that St. Luke derived from a TαπνοννννC the pre- 


vered . cepts, parables, and diſcourſes, which he has recorded in 
ple: ch. ix. 51 —Xviii. 14-: for in a work of that kind the 
-;1. mumes of places, which are of importance in a narrative; 
ecy ar were an inferior conſideration. But the indefinite 
orting i manner, in which places were mentioned in the Tue 
vetted I i, was one of the principal cauſes, which prevented 
aid a St. Luke from diſcovering the time, in which many of 
cles ac the diſcourſes were delivered. For inſtance, if he had 
. $1 known the name of the village, of which he ſpeaks: in 
which I ch. x. 38. he would have known that the diſcourſe. of 
ee zd Chriſt, which he there relates, was delivered after Chriſt 
tioned, . bad paſſed Jericho on his way to Jeruſalem. For we 
1, an know from St. John's Goſpel, though St. Luke did not, 


that this place was Bethany *, which lay much nearer to 
Jeruſalem, than Jericho did. | N 

of the But St. Luke ſeparated from the collection one diſ- 

emark- WM courſe and one parable, and placed the former in ch. vii. 

orion i 19—35. the latter in ch. xix. 11-28. becauſe they 

ices, in were accompanied by ſuch facts, as clearly ſhewed that 

ed, ue he one belonged to a part of his Goſpel, which pre- 

ntiond i ceded ch ix. 51—xviii. 14. the other to a part of his 

opel, which followed that portion. The diſcourſe is 

that which was delivered by Chriſt on the meſſage of 

John the Baptiſt *: and as St. Luke in ch. ix. 9. has 

4 into th deſcribed John the Baptiſt as already dead, we perceive 

cx, xxl the reaſon, why he inſerted a diſcourſe, which was 

ew lay a delivered while John was living, in the preceding 

3 555 Part 

* St. Luke in Ch. x. 38. 39. after having ſaid avrog ern eig RH 


that Chi = adds that Chriſt entered the houſe of Martha, who had a ſiſter 
ura. 470 ed Mary. Now in John xi. 1. Bethany is expreſsly called xwpy 


Maęiag & Maebng 786 * ur. | 


dect. V. of the Fourth Diviſion. 


\ o 
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part of his Goſpel. But he did not know the preciſe time, 
when John ſent the meſſage to Chriſt, and hence 
the place, which he aſſigned to it in his Goſpel, does not 
correſpond to the place, which St. Matthew aſſigned 9 
it. For according to St. Matthew, who, as being an 
Apoſtle, certainly knew the exact time, this meſſage with 
Chriſt's diſcourſe on it was delivered after Chriſt had 
- ferit out the twelve Apoſtles *, but according to St, Luke, 
before Chriſt ſent out the Apoſtles ® However it is not 
difficuſt to affign the motive, which induced St. Luke 
to cinſert it particularly in ch. vii. 19-35, Fot his 
account of Chriſt's reſtoring to life the widow's fon at 
Nain cloſes in ver. 17. 18. of this chapter with the fol- 
lowing words, xa cabin 6 Ayer vr05 ey 02y vn Indo vin 
urs, x 87 Wen TY eK at WTNY YEAR) Ioan 11 
nuhνν,⏑Id urn Wiel Wavr rr. Conſequently. this ap- 
peared. to be a very proper place for the introduction of 
John's meſſage to Chriſt, and Chriſt's diſcourſe on 
it. The parable, which St. Luke ſeparated from the 
collection, and placed in ch. xix. 11-28. is that of 4 
prince, ho travelled into a diſtant country: and his 
reaſon for making this ſeparation, and placing the pan 
ble after the long portion, ch. ix. 51—xviil. 14. Ws, 
that it was delivered, as St. Luke himfelf knew, after 
Chniſt hact:pafſed--Jericho*,/ Conſequentiy St. Luke 
knew, that this parable could not belong to a portion 
of his Goſpel, which ended before  Chrift's arri 
in Jericho. But, as in the preceding inſtance, this * 


2 In Ch x. 1—42. St. Matthew relates the ſending out of the 
twelve Apoſtles, with the inſtructions, which Chrift gave them on thi 

orcaftion. And in Ch. xi. 1, &c. he proceeds, xai.ye:7o dert e71M- 

end Incuy Hiaragows Toi; Moda jabyray ante, H tree r b 
| C XUV xa XNQUIOEW BY TAK WOAICW avTW, O os lun; arg0% 1 Ty 
dev proTHewo ira teya Te Kore With a; vo ur pe lnTy) aurs, x. r · A. 


St. Luke has inſerted the meſſage of St. John, in Ch. vii. 15 
35: but his account af Chriſt's fonkin out the twelve Apoſtles 151 
e ee e ee on 


1 Chi Kix. f. St. Luke ſays, #a+ ee, Jngxe 79 %. 
in ver. 11. where the parable in queſtion begins, «xg07w Js av 
ravra, geh ere waga om, & ro ey YU5 HvT ON Br Ig 
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die does not occupy in St. Luke's Goſpel preciſely the 
fame place which it occupies in St. Matthew's. For 
according to St. Matthew, who has it in ch. xxv. 14— 


me, 
nce, 


nat 

| io . it was delivered after Chriſt arrived at Jeruſalem. 

an The ſuppoſition therefore that the ſections T*, as well 
with . thoſe, which are contained in Luke ix. $1—xviii. 14. as 
had thoſe which are contained elſewhere, were derived by 
uke, St, Matthew and St. Luke from a Prpmonoyia of the 
; not WM deſcription. above given, will account for every phæno- 
uke menon, both in the contents, and in the poſition of theſe 
t his eections. That the long portion Luke ix. 51—xvii. 14. 
\n x contains much matter which St. Matthew has in no 
e fol- part of his Goſpel, as the parable of the Samaritan, who 
ell among thieves, ch. x. 30—37. the parable of the 
prodigal fon, ch. xv. 11—32. the parable of the rich 
s ap- man and Lazarus, ch. xvii. 1—8. the parable of the 
on of MW unjuſt judge and the importunate widow, ch. xviii. 1=8, 
ſe on ich that of the Phariſee and the Publican, ver. 9— 12. 
n the and ſeveral others, was occaſioned partly by the circum- 
t of a ftance that St. Luke's copy of the Tywwonoyia contained 
nd his Wome things, which St. Matthew's copy did not, and 
pan · partly by the circumſtance that St. Luke himſelf in 
„ was, conſequence of his diligent inquiries, was enabled to 
„ after {Wake additions to the collection. | | | 
Luke Further, though St. Matthew, without St. Mark, has 


portion Wh? great part of the matter contained in Luke ix. 51— 
arcival vin. 14. becauſe St. Matthew as well as St. Luke had 
a copy of the TH , yet St. Mark, without St. 
Matthew, has not a ſingle ſentence of that portion, 
becauſe St. Mark had no other document than N. There 


Axe 


is party 
dee 


ut of the 


m on that 


67's 671M | 

„ c dl i In the Fourth Diviſion, Sect. III. IV. VI. VII. VIII. IX. X. XI, 
00; ve contained in Luke ix. 5 xviii. 14. Compare alſo, Sh 

x. x · A · ; 2 

2 Luke — 3212. Matth. x. 10-16. | 
1 Xl. 30— 52. xxiii. 4— 7. 23—36. * 
oftles 1510 X11. 2 | Ry TT. 8 365 1 
xiv. 1624. E 
% tf XV. 3— 7. xvili. 12—14. 

uy 0s abr XVII. 23 237. xxiv. 17-41. 
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their copies of the document N. Conſequently, they 


vas likewiſe in the document 4 


1 
4 
= 
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are however three ſections common to St. Matthew and 
St. Mark, which are likewiſe in Luke ix. 51 vill. 14. 
namely, Chriſt's confutation of the opinion, that he 
caſt out devils by the aid of Beelzebub, Matth. xii. 24» 
30. Mark ii, 22—37, which is alſo in Luke xi. 10— 
23.; tbe parable of the grain of muſtard ſeed, Matt, 
xiii. 31. 32. Mark iv, 30—32. which is alſo in Luke 
Xiit. 18, 19.3 and Chriſt's anſwer to the queſtion, 
which is the greateſt commandment, Matth. xxii. 34 

o. Mark xii, 28—31, which is alſo in Luke x, 2;-28, 
But theſe three ſections occupy correſpondent places in 
the Goſpels of $t, Matthew and St, Mark : and there, 
fore both St. Matthew and St, Mark derived them from 


were either original parts of the document &, which dt, 
Luke omitted in the correſpondent places of his Goſpel, 
becauſe they were likewiſe contained in his document 2: 
or, what is more probable, they were three of the adds 
tions A, which had been made only in the copies of 
uſed by St. Matthew and St. Mark *. In either caſe we 


ſee 


Further, there is a great number of ſingle precepts, or ſaying of 
Chriſt, in Luke ix. 51 — xvili. 14. thirty of which St. Matthew has 
the ſerman on the mount (ſee the preceding Note o), and others ln 
other parts of his Goſpel. Compare for inſtance, 


Luke x. $3==24+ Matth. xiii. 16. 17. 
XU. 8153. I 
$4— 30. XVI. 2. 3» 
xiii. 28. < viii. 11. 12. 
| Xiv. 11. 6 xxili. 12. 
26. 27. x. 37. 38. 
„ 3» 4+ © xviii. IG. 21. 22. 


' Thus in Matth. xviii, 6-9. Mark ix. 4248. which is one d 
the ſections peculiar to St. Matthew and St. Mark, one verſe occur 
namely, Matth.-xviiz. 6. Mark ix. 42. which is alſo in Luke xu. 2. 
and in Matth. xxiv. 22—26, Mark xiii. 20—23. which is one of the 
additions a, another fingle yerſe ogcurs, namely, Matth. xxiv. 25 
Mark xiii. 21. which is in Luke xvii. 23. Among the additions 
therefore, which were made to the document & in the copies uſed by 
St. Matthew and St. Mark, ſome of them contained matter, vi 
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the reaſon, why St. Mark has ſome matter, which is 
bund in Luke ix. 51—Xxvilt. 14. though he did not uſe 
the document 2. But in the firſt of theſe three ſections 
& Matthew has three verſes, ch. xii. 27. 28. 30. which 


8 q, Mark has not: and as they are contained word for 
atth, nord * in Luke xi. 19. 20. 23. they were taken by St. 
uke Matthew from the document 2, and added to what he 
tion, fund in his copy of the document N. 

34 Laſtly, in reſpect to the matter, which each Evange- 


liſt has peculiar to himſelf, whether we conſider the facts 
and diſcourſes, which are contained either in St, Mat- 
thew's Goſpel only, or in St. Luke's Goſpel only, or 


from conſider the circumſtances, with which St. Mark has fo 
they frequently enriched the facts, which are contained with- 
þ St, out thoſe circumſtances in one or both of the other two 
oſpel, olpels, they are ſo obviouſly explicable from the manner, 
ent): a which the Evangeliſts have been ſuppoſed to have 
add. ed their copies of the Hebrew document or documents, 
s of 


that it is unneceſſary to enter into a particular detail of 
tem, For though the Evangeliſts made uſe of more 
acient documents, they are not to be confidered as 
tranſcribers or tranſlators, but as authors : and each of 
em, as ſuch, made material additions, either of facts, 
or of diſcourſes, or of circumſtances, which were unno- 
cd by the other two, becauſe they wrote without any 
knowledge of each other's Goſpels. 

It appears then, that the phænomena of every deſcrip- 
on, obſervable in our three firſt Goſpels, admit of an 
ly ſolution by the propoſed hypotheſis. And fince no 


ter hypotheſis can ſolve them all, we may conclude 
bat it is the true one. 


| See Seck. VII. the Fourth Diviſion. 
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